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Current Topics. 


The Derby Meeting on Land Transfer. 

We vunperstanp that up to Wednesday last thirty-two 
provincial law societies had intimated their intention to be 
represented at this meeting. 


The Legal Assessor in the North Sea Inquiry. 


Tue appointment of Sir Epwarp Fry as Legal Assessor to 
take part in the International Commissien of Inquiry into the 
North Sea incident does not (pace the Zimes) strike us as being a 

articularly happy selection. We fully admit his great ability, 
subtle free and his power of rapid apprehension; and we 
also admit that on divers Commissions he has, since his resigna- 
tion of office, done excellent work. But a Commissioner who is 
supreme is in a very different position from an assessor who has 
to et ys rovide his Commissioner with the legal weapons for dealing 
other, and in some cases hostile, ioners, For this 
| position patience, tact, conciliatory firmness, and adroitness in 
meeting hostile views ap to be essential. But with all his 
—_ hy do not that the ex-Lord Justice get 
escri as a very patient or tactful person, or as mu a 
diplomatist, or as a pre-eminent tly conciliatory person, or as 
distinguished for skill in dissecting and dealing with evidence. 
Low be it said, but we cannot help thinking that an experienced 
member of the common law or simiralty bar would bikes: have made 
a more efficient legal assessor. 


Lord Hobhouse. 


Tue peatu of Lord Hosuovss terminates a career which, 
though never conspicuous, was throughout useful and dis- 
tinguished, After a training at Eton and Balliol he was called 
to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in 1845, and attained considerable 
pute both as a junior and as a Queen’s Counsel until he was 
mpelled by i ill-health to retire in 1866, Forseveral years after 
this date he held office as a Charity Commissioner, and in 1872 
went out to India as — member of the Council. He served 








THE MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON, 


there for five years, and after an ineffectual attempt to 
enter Parliament, he was, in 1881, appointed a member of 
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the Judicial Committee. In this capacity he performed con- 
tinuous and useful work until his retirement in 1901, and 
his experience both of English and Indian law made his 
services specially valuable. Moreover, after his elevation to 
the Ba in 1885, he was a member of the judicial staff 
of the House of Lords, and, though less known there than 
in the Privy Council, he delivered several interesting judg- 
ments. Notably, he formed one of the minority in the 
Kempton Park case (47 W. R. 585; 1899, A. C. 148), and he 
valaly — to extend “legal cruelty”? beyond physical 
hurt in Russell y. Russell (1897, A. C. 395). But apart from his 
judicial labours, Lord Honnovuse was well known for the interest 
e took in social progress and reform, and he had considerable 
influence in securing the improvements in conveyancing and in 
the Jaw of married women, which marked tie latter part of the 
last century. The age to which he had attained forbade the 
expectation that such influence could be long continued, but his 
loss will emphasize the present lack of reforming energy in legal 
matters. 


An Executor’s Duty to a Conditional Legatee. 


From 4 dictum of Lord Harvwicxe’s in Chauncy v. Graydon 
(2 Atk. 616) it might be inferred that an executor who takes a 
beneficial interest in a legacy upon the failure of the legatee to 
comply with a condition is under a duty to give notice of the 
condition to the legatee. In deciding in that case that the 
executors were under no duty to give notice, the Lord Chancellor 
said: “It is said the executors should have given notice, but 
the testator has laid no such obligation upon them, neither do 
the executors take any beneficial interest, whether the condition 
be performed or broken.” But in Re Lewis (1904, 2 Ch. 656) 
the Court of Appeal have declined to treat these words as 
justifying the inference that, where the executors do take a 
beneficial interest on failure to perform the condition, the duty 
lies on them to give notice to the legatee. In that case the 
testatrix, Mary Lewis, who died in 1897, after appointing her 
son Epwarp executor, bequeathed a leasehold house to her son 
Evax, who was in Patagonia, and directed that in case he 
should not return and claim the house the same should go 
to her son Epwarp. The executor sent a letter to his brother 
informing him of the bequest of the house, and stating that it 
was in his, the executor’s, hands until he claimed it. Epwanrp 
did not mention the condition and the gift over to himself. 
Eva died abroad intestate without having returned to claim 
the house, but his administrator claimed it on the ground that 
Epwarp’s omission to give notice of the condition avoided the 

over in his favour. But the Court of Appeal, affirming 
orcs, J., held that Epwarp had violated no duty by not giving 
notice, and, moreover, he was not — from setting up the 
gift to himself. For an estoppel to take effect the representa- 
tion relied on must be clear, and the person to whom it was 
made must have acted on it. Here the letter, so the Court of 
Appeal held, contained no precise representation that Evan was 
absolutely entitled, nor did it appear that he would in any case 
have returned to perform the condition. Hence his admini- 
strator’s claim was rejected. 


Registration as a Cure for Defects of Title. 


We nave at last heard of a case in which the intervention 
of the Land Registry has been found useful to cure a serious 
defect in title. A freeholder, A., entered into a building agree- 
ment, dated in November, 1888, with B., by which B. was to 
be entitled upon the erection of houses to a lease or leases of 
the premises for ninety years from the 29th of September, 1888. 
The total rent was to be apportioned. In December, 1888, B. 
sub-let the benefit of the agreement for the residue of the term 
except the last day to C. by way of mortgage, and agreed that 
upon any lease being granted by A., he would forthwith grant 
4a ing sub-lease toC. There was a power of sale and 
a declaration of trust of the last day for any purchaser. In 
June, 1890, A. granted a lease of part of the premises to B. 
for the agreed term at an apportioned rent, but B. subsequeutl 

i without having granted an underlease to C. 


disappeared 
Recently C. desired to sell the property comprised in the lease 
but the solicitor who acted for the purchaser would not 


would apparently get over the difficulty that C. had no legal 
title in the sub-term, and would also vest in the purchaser a 
title to the nominal reversion; in other words, he would have a 
good title as against all the world to the term created by the 
lease of June, 1890. We believe that it has for some time been 
the practice at the registry office to register assignments of sub- 
terms, where there is a nominal reversion held on trust for 
purchasers, as assignments of the whole term, without requiring 
an actual assignment of the nominal reversion; but it is going 
a long way further to register-a title depending on an agreement 


ever, that such an agreement ranks for ordinary purposes as an 
actual lease, and the Land Registry assisted the purchaser in 
the present instance by registering him with a title which was 
late so far as the leasehold interest was concerned—that is, 
with a “‘ good leasehold title.” It remains, apparently, an open 
question whether the registration vests in the registered leasehold 
proprietor a legal interest in the term so as to render him 
directly liable to the lessor. 


Relief Under the Money-lenders Act, 1900. 


THe Covet of Appeal have affirmed the judgment of 
Kexewicu, J., in Saunders v. Newbold (reported elsewhere), and 
have granted relief in a money-lendiug transaction under some- 
what singular circumstances. The natural meaning of section 1 
of the Money-lenders Act, 1900, appears to be that relief can 
only be granted where the transaction is such that relief would 
be granted in equity. This is the effect of the position of the 
word “ otherwise” in the expression—“ oris otherwise such that 
a court of equity would give relief ”’—and hence the only effect of 
the Act would be to facilitate the procedure for obtaining relief. 
A decision to this effect was given by Ruptey, J., in Wilton v. 
Osborn (1901, 2 K. B. 110), but in Re A Debtor (51 W. R. 370; 
1903, 1 K. B. 705) the Court of Appeal overlooked this nicety 
of grammar and held that the Act was to receive a wider con- 
struction and was not to be restricted to cases where equity 
would formerly have granted relief. Relief can be granted 
whenever a money-lending transaction is ‘harsh and uncon- 
scionable,”’ and, as was held in that case, it may be of this 
character simply because the interest charged is excessive. 
Upon this ground the transaction was re-opened in Saunders v. 
Newbold. The defendant was the executor of H. T. Arron, who 
died in November, 1903. Atron was a business man of sub- 
stance, and his estate was sworn at about £42,000, but for some 
reason which does not seem to have been explained, he had 
recourse to money-lenders, and in Uctober, 1903, he borrowed 
from the plaistiff £2,000 and gave a promissory note for £3,300. 
This amount was to be payable in monthly instalments of £275. 
One instalment was paid by Atron before his death, but his 
executors refused to make further payments of the instalments, 
offering instead to repay the loan with 10 per cent. interest. 
The Court of Appeal have held that, upon the evidence, the 
plaintiff, who had inquired into Atron’s position, was aware 
that he ran no real risk in the transaction, and hence there was 
no reason for charging an excessive rate of interest. The rate 
charged made the transaction “harsh and unconscionable,” and 
this result was assisted by the presence in the agreement of a 
clause under which the entire amount would become due on 
failure tu pay any instalment. The case is, of course, quite 
different from the class of cases with which the Money-lenders 
Act was intended to deal, and it suggests that the construction 
originally placed oa the Act was after all correct. ‘The very fact 
that Auron chose to go to a money-lender instead of to his bank 
was enough to arouse suspicion in the money-lender’s mind, and 
in the absence of circumstances of opprersion, it does not appear 
why the transaction should not have stood. However, it must 
now be taken to be settled that iu any money-lending transac- 
tion it is the business of the court to estimate the risk which the 
money-lender ran upon the footing of the facts known to him, 
and to assess the proper rate of interest accordingly. 


The New Licensing Act. 
Ir wit be interesting to see in the next few weeks how 
courte of quarter sessions throughout the country approach the 
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new Licensing Act. As far as the next quarter sessions, to be 
held in January, are concerned, the attention of the justices 
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will chiefly be taken up by the making of rules, the appointment 
of committees, and the determining of various matters of policy 
left to their discretion by the Act. There will, no doubt, be con- 
siderable divergence in the views of quarter sessions in different 
parts of the country. It is to be hoped, however, that 
uniformity will be secured as far as possible. This week there 
has been held a conference of certain members of Parliament 
chairmen of quarter sessions, justices, and others interested in 
these questions. This conference was summoned in circumstances 
which give rise to the suspicion that the persons attending it 
were mostly of a certain bias in licensing and temperance 
matters ; but no doubt it was representative of a large body of 
public opinion, and the recommendations of the conference will 
certainly be pressed upon the consideration of all courts of 
quarter sessions. One recommendation opens up a subject of 
great interest to the legal profession, and of which much will 
probably be heard in the near future—that is, the right of 
audience before the committees appointed under the Act. The 
Act gives quarter sessions power to make rules, to be approved 
of by the Home Secretary, for (inter alia) the procedure of the 
committees. Now, when a committee of quarter sessions is 
sitting to consider the report of the licensing justices as to the 
renewal of an existing licence, the committee is exercising almost 
the same functions as quarter sessions before the Act when hear- 
ing an appeal from the refusal of justices to renew a licence. 
But in the latter case, in most courts of quarter sessions the 
bar alone has right of audience. he question now 
being mooted is whether solicitors are to have the right 
of audience before the committee. This is apparently 
a matter of procedure, and therefore quarter sessions 
may make rules dealing with it. The conference recommend 
that ‘‘ the customary right of audience, whereby any member of 
the public has been entitled to be heard at brewster sessions 
either personally or by counsel or solicitor, shall be recoghized 
by the committee of quarter sessions.” Recommendations were 
also made that the maximum levy allowed by the Act should be 
made upon existing houses, but that the borrowing powers should 
not be exercised at present. We do not see why these powers 
should not be exercised soon. It is clear that some years must 
elapse before the levies produce enough without borrowing to 
enable a really substantial number of houses to be closed. If 
houses are to be closed next year, it seems that money must be 
borrowed for purposes of compensation. Next year, however, 
will probably see very little actually done under the powers of 
the Act. The time will be spent in inquiries and in preparing 
the way for future action. In 1906 we shall probably see great 
things, and both counsel and solicitors ought to reap a fair 
harvest at quarter sessions. 


Privilege of Reports of Proceedings in Courts. 


Tux American case of 0’ Connell v. The Boston Herald Co. (129 
Fed. Rep. 839) relates to the privilege in an action of libel of a 
report of proceedings in a court of justice. One of the last cases 
on this subject is MacDougall v. Knight (14 App. Cas. 194), 
where Lord Hatssury, in the House of Lords, said that if the 
report of a judge’s judgment or summing up to a jury did not 
in fact give reasonable opportunities to the reader to form his 
own judgment as to what conclusion should be drawn from the 
evidence given, the publication of such partial, and in that 
respect inaccurate, representations of the evidence might be the 
subject of an action for libel, to which the supposed privilege 
in what was said by a judge would be no answer, and 
that there was no presumption one way cr the other 
as to whether a judge’s judgment does or does not give such a 
complete and substantially accurate account of the matters on 
which he is adjudicating as to bring it within the privilege. In 
the American case the libel complained of was a statement in 
the defendants’ newspaper that the plaintiff had fraudulently 
altered a will, It appeared from the evidence of the reporter 


fur the newspaper that he examined the written a filed in 


the office of the official reporter of the Supreme Judicial Court 
of Massachusetts, and that he made up his statement from it. 
lt did not appear that he examined the bill of exceptions 
or the record proper. It was contended by the plaintiffs 
that the reporter ought to have limited himself to 
the proper record of the case, and should not have 


examined or drawn inferences of fact from the opinion, inasmuch 
as it was not the source from which the true facts of the case are 
tobedrawn. And, therefore, having regard to the circumstances, 
that there were inaccuracies in the opinion, and that the opinion in 
certain respects departed from the finding of the jury as shewn 
by the record, it ought not to have been admitted for the purpose 
of protecting the defendants. The Circuit Court of Appeals held 
that it was not essential, where privilege was claimed for a 
report of public proceedings in a newspaper, that the report must 
be strictly and technically accurate, and that where there is 
inaccuracy it is the right of the defendant to shew that reasonable 
care was used, and that, notwi i this care, the 
inaccuracy occurred. It seemed to the court that if the 
reporter had taken as the basis of his information an 
oral statement of the judge, the newspaper could not 
be held responsible; that probably, in the use of due care, 
would be the most satisfactory way of ascertaining the facts. 
The next most satisfactory way would be to examine the official 
opinion of the court, and the least satisfactory way would be for 
a reporter to undertake to go through the record and the bill of 
exceptions, which were voluminous and contained much 
irrelevant and inconsistent matter. The court therefore held that 
the opinion was properly admitted in evidence. This decision 
seems to go somewhat further than the English cases, but we 
are disposed to think that a written judgment would always be 
admissible to shew that the libel was a fair and accurate report 
of the proceedings, under the Law of Libel Amendment Act, 
1888. 


Law and Literature. 


Av a RECENT dinner of the Authors’ Club—and authors no 
longer dine in Grub-street—the guest of the evening, a counsel 
of standing, but better known for the literature published over 
his name than for the letters K.C. which he is entitled to 
after it, spoke plaintively of the suspicion with which he had 
been regarded ever since he had written a little book which, 
suddenly and unexpectedly, obtained a certain amount of 
publicity. The complaint is many centuries old. It was a wise 
counsellor who gave his pupils two pieces of advice when they 
began to read for the bar—first, to forget all the law which they 
thought they knew; and, secondly, to remember that Tuemis 
was a goddess who called for undivided worship. There are few 
practitioners of any-standing who cannot, from their own observa- 
tion and recollections, endorse the second head of counsel. 
Even a rumour that a barrister in practice writes occasionally 
for the non-legal or daily Press has an element of professional 
risk, and may scare away clients who very likely do the same 
thing themselves, but anonymously. It is a truism that fora 
practising barrister to publish a book or even a magazine 
article, on a non-professional subject over his own name may be 
taken as a sign either that his practice is leaving him or 
that he is leaving his practice. either event he is viewed 
as having dropped out of the living kaleidoscope of the law, and 
as likely to be found, if briefed, possibly as gallant a fighter as 
of old, but to fight with somewhat obsolete weapons. Of course 
many practising barristers, and barristers in almost every degree 
of practice, do write, and not least in the most ephemeral forms of 
modern literature, but the work is anonymous, and no sign of it 
is allowed to be seen on the table in chambers by the side of 
which sits the client in consultation or conference. Probably 
there are few barristers, except those fortunate juniors for whom 
a solicitor relative has provided work from the day of their call, 
who have not eked out the scanty guineas, which must be the 
limit of their professional income during the first dreary years 
of expectation, with some literary work which is in no sense 
professional ; for the education and temperament which are their 
qualifications for the bar are qualities which they can usefully 
employ in the earlier steps of a literary career. Not a 
few, too, who have thus set their feet on the ladder of 
literature definitely decide also thus to secure an immediate 
supply of bread and butter rather than await the plums of legal 
success, which only come, if at all, after a time of semi-starva- 
tion. For such, if their aberration is known, there is erally 
no return, Scribimus indocté doctigue—the complaint of Juvenat’s 





day—is no answer to the lost client who “ hears you have taken to 
literary work,” having seen at the end of a magazine article the 
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name which one who has been called to the bar should, he 
thinks, have been content to sign at the foot of a pleading or at 
the end of a draft, if ever he had the opportunity of drawing 
one. The reason is, perhaps, far to seek, for it is not pretended 
that a barrister should spend all his life in his chambers. 
Political work, scientific work, philanthropic work—all are per- 
mitted to the busiest and most eminent of counsel, or to the 
barrister whose call is as of yesterday. None the less, signed 
literary non-professional work is, and always has been, the privi- 
lege of those—and, with rare exceptions, of those only—among 
practising barristers whose transcendent professional abilities, or 
sufficient private means, make them indispensable to, or 
independent of, professional clients. 


Detention of Luggage of a Lodger. 


Tue pecision of Judge Woopra.t at the Westminster Count 
Court holding that the defendant, a boarding-house keeper, ha 
no right to detain the luggage of a lodger until his bill was paid, 
is fully supported by the authorities; but, as might have been 
expected, the decision has caused some dissatisfaction among the 
proprietors of boarding-houses. An innkeeper has, by the 
common law, a lien for his charges on the goods of his guest, 
but a boarding-house does not satisfy the definition of an inn— 
‘a house where the traveller is furnished with everything he has 
occasion for while on his way,” and, in the absence of an express 
agreement conferring such a lien, or of an agreement to becollected 
and implied from the mode of dealing between the plaintiff and 
the defendant, the lien could only be established by evidence 
of a usage of other boarding-house keepers of such notoriety 
that it might fairly be presumed to be known to the defendant at 
the time of his dealing with the plaintiff. Wedo not propose to 
discuss the evidence which was given in the county court in proof 
of the lien. Witnesses of fourteen and fifteen years’ experience 
were certainly called who stated that they had always thought 
that the keeper of a boarding-house had a right to detain the 
luggage of a lodger for charges due from him. But a usage 
supporting such a lien is an encroachment upon the common law 
and must be conclusively established. The evidence failed to 
shew that it had been so well known and acquiesced in that it 
might be reasonably presumed to have been an ingredient tacitly 
imported by the parties into the contract. The defendant and 
other boarding-house keepers can only secure themselves by 


giving a pe notice to their customers that their luggage will 
detained so long as their bills remain unpaid. 


Notice to Determine Contracts of Service. 


Tux avzstion often arises, in contracts for service at a yearly 
salary, by persons not in the position of domestic servants, 
whether there has been a sufficient notice to determine the 
contract. The question is generally one of fact, but those who 
take legal advice often regard it as a question of law. In an 
action recently tried the advertisement manager of a newspaper 
claimed damages for having his engagement terminated by a 
month’s, instead of a six months’, notice. The jury considered 
that he was by custom entitled to three months’ notice and gave 
him damages accordingly. We are under the impression that the 
custom regulating notices to terminate the contract with 
managers of newspaper has been repeatedly proved in courts of 
Justice, but controversies continue to arise, and we are rather 
surprised that the point is not settled by printed conditions 
which could easily be brought to the knowledge of both parties. 
The reason for this want of foresight may be that it is hoped 
that the contract may continue for a longer period than it often 
does in practice. 

Habitual Criminals. 

We age much perplexed by the observations reported to have 
been made by one of the metropolitan police magistrates in 
passing sentence upon 2 man who was amet with stealing 
goods froma van. A dozen previous convictions of the offender 
were proved, the latest being one of three months for a similar 
theft. The magistrate is reported to have said that the value 
of the stolen goods was only nine shillings, and it was sometimes 
desizable not to put the country to the expense of sending such 
& case © the sessions. We cannot see why a habitual criminal 
should not receive adequate punishment though he has not 


succeeded in stealing goods of considerable value, or why the . 


county rate should not bear the expense of his punishment. 
The magistrate is said to have further observed that the recent 
practice had been to inflict sentences proportioned to the value 
of the property. But in the case of the poorer sort of people 
the theft of a small sum deserves punishment quite as much as 
one of greater amount in a different class. The magistrate, in 
sentencing the prisoner to three months’ imprisonment, seems to 
have said that it might possibly be an encouragement to him to 
steal only small things in future. This is quite possible. 








Resale of Goods Sold under 


Conditions. 


WE noticed briefly on a previous occasion the recent decision 
of the Court of Appeal in McGruther v. Pitcher (1904, 2 Ch. 
306). We propose to return to the subject, because we believe 
that there is a danger of the decision being misunderstood, 
although by the commercial community rather than by lawyers. 
Perhaps it would be more correct to say that it is the effect of 
the decision, rather than the decision itself, that is open to 
misapprehension. 

The point that the decision is supposed to have set at rest is 
that on the sale of goods conditions cannot be imposed upon the 
purchaser so as to be binding on other persons into whose hands 
the goods may subsequently come, notwithstanding that such 
persons may, at the time they receive the goods, have had notice 
of the conditions, or, as it is sometimes said, that conditions of 
this kind cannot be imposed so as to run with the goods. Such 
a statement of the law appears to us to be misleading, and from 
one point of view inaccurate. 

The material facts in McGruther v. Pitcher were these: The 
plaintiffs were the sole manufacturers of a patent heel pad 
under a licence from the owner of the patent. The plaintiffs’ 
practice was to sell these goods on an express agreement that 
they should not be retailed at less than certain prices, and should 
not be resold except subject to the same conditions. The goods 
were packed for sale in boxes, and on the inside of the lid of 
each box were printed in large type the said conditions of sale, 
and the purchaser from the plaintiff was required to enter into au 
agreement that these conditions should remain attached to every 
package sold wholesale, and should form part of the terms upon 
which such packages were sold. The defendant purchased from 
a factor of the plaintiffs some of their heel pads, but there was a 
conflict as to whether the defendant had been expressly informed 
by the factor of the conditions at the time of the purchase or not. 
The plaintiffs claimed to restrain the defendant from selling 
their heel pads at less prices than those mentioned in the 
conditions, 

Mr. Justice Farwext decided in favour of the plaintiffs and 
granted an injunction, but the Court of Appeal overruled this 
decision. Lord Justice Romer, in his judgment, said, in effect, 
that the plaintiffs could not succeed on the ground that they 
purported to attach these conditions to the resale of the goods, 
and that the defendant was informed of these conditions when 
he purchased the goods. A vendor, he said, could not in that 
way enforce a condition on the sale of his goods out and out. 
Then he pointed out that the plaintiffs could not succeed on the 
basis of contract, because the defendant had entered into no 
contract with them, 

If, therefore, A. contracts to sell goods to B. upon certain 
conditions which B. is bound by the contract to observe, and B, 
resells the goods to ©., C. is not bound by these conditions, 
whether he knows of them or whether he does mt: but, if A. 
sells goods to B. subject to certain conditions, and one of such 
conditions is that on the resale he will cause the purchaser tv 
enter into a contract to observe the conditions, and C. as sub- 
purchaser enters into such a contract with B, in that way the 
conditions can be made binding on the sub-purchaser. But, 
supposing a sub-purchaser, who has entered into such a contract, 
fails to fulfil the conditions, can the original vendor bring an 
action against him? As there would be no contract between 
the original vendor and the sub-purchaser, therefore the original 








vendor could not bring an action against the sub-purchaser, 
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and so directly enforce observance of the conditions. But the 
main point to which we desire to draw attention is, that it is 
perfectly clear, notwithstanding the decision in McGruther v. 
Pitcher, that a patentee can in selling a patented article may 
impose any conditions he likes on the occasion of the sale, and 
these conditions are binding, not only on the purchaser from the 
patentee, but on any sub-purchaser who has notice of the con- 
ditions at the date of the purchase. In other words, a patentee 
can impose conditions on the sale of the patented article which 
will run with an article into the hands of any person having 
notice of them at the time he acquires the article. 

In the case of the British Mutoscope and Biograph Co. v. Homer 
(1901, 1 Ch. 673), after referring to Incandescent Gas Light Co. v. 
Brogden (16 R. P.C. 179), Mr. Justice FarwEt said: “A purchaser 
who buys with knowledge of the conditions under which his vendor 
is authorized to use the patented invention is bound by such con- 
ditions, and such conditions are not contractual, but are incident 
to, and a limitation of, the grant of the licence to use, so that 
if the conditions are broken, there is no grant at all.” But 
although conditions can be imposed by a patentee on the 
sale of a patented article so as to bind anyone into whose hands 
the article gets, it is, at all events according to present ideas, only 
when that person has knowledge of the conditions at the time of 
the purchase. If he does not know of them at the time of the 
purchase, he is not bound by them, even if they come to his 
knowledge subsequently, and it matters not whether or not he 
has made any use of the purchased article before the condi- 
tions come to his knowledge. This is illustrated by Jncandescent 
Gas Light Co. v. Cantelo (12 R. P. C. 262). There the purchaser 
bought some patented gas mantles. Each mantle was enclosed 
in a box on which was printed a notice to the effect that the 
licence to use this mantle was strictly limited by certain condi- 
tions. But the defendant denied, and the denial was believed, 
that he knew anything of the notice until he unpacked the case 
in which the mantle was forwarded to him. Mr. Justice Witts 
said that the defendant had already bought the article, and 
bought it subject to no conditions, and the bringing of a 
condition to his mind after the sale was completed “oak not do, 
and ought not to do. 

The position, therefore, is this:—that if goods sold subject to 
certain conditions are resold, the sub-purchaser, whether he 
knows of the conditions or not, is not bound by the conditions 
unless he has contracted to be so bound ; but this is subject to 
the exception that, if the original vendor is a patentee, and the 
goods sold are made under his patent, then on a resale any 
conditions imposed by the patentee on the original purchaser will 
bind any sub-purchaser if he had notice of such conditions at the 
date of his purchase, but not otherwise. 








Recent Decisions on County Court 


Jurisdiction and Practice. 


Dvrine the legal year just terminated, though there has been 
no diminution in the volume of litigation annually absorbed by 
the county courts, a comparatively small number of cases affect- 
ing the jurisdiction and practice of those courts have been 
decided in the High Court. This, however, need not occasion 
any surprise, as most of the questions relating to the construc- 
tion and scope of the statutes and rules governing county court 
jurisdiction and practice have already been adjudicated upon in 
previous years. Whether the new County Courts Act, 1903, 
which largely extends the jurisdiction of the county courts of 
England and Wales, and comes into operation next year, will 
give rise to many decisions interpreting its meaning and defin- 
ing its limits, cannot, of course, be predicted with certainty. 
Presumably, however, some of its provisions will necessitate 
judicial explanation in order to satisfy the requirements of 
suitors who do not always readily or correctly p the mean- 
ing of the Legislature, especially when such meaning is clothed 
in the more or less technical language of an Act of Darliament 
devoted to such subjects as the jurisdiction, procedure, and 
practice of legal tribunals. 

In considering the decisions with which this article is oon- 
cerned, it will be convenient to commence, as has hitherto 


been our custom, with those affecting the jurisdiction 
of the county courts. They are by no means numerous 
or of more than ordinary importance. In Rex v. Birmingham 
County Court Judge (52 W. R. 524) the equitable jurisdiction of the 
county courts was under review, and it was there held that, under 
section 67, sub-section 4, of the County Courts Act, 1888, there 
is power to hear and determine an action brought on a contract 
for the sale ofan equity of redemption, of the agreed value of 
£75, although the actual value of the property subject to the 
charge exceeded £500 when free from such incumbrance. 
Having regard to the lan of the enactment above 
mentioned, conferring the jurisdiction in question, it would 
seem that the court, in arriving at such a conclusion, must have 
adopted a somewhat benignant and generous rule of construction 
in order to uphold county court jurisdiction, under circumstances 
well admitting of reasonable doubt and oe to whether 
the statutory limits of equitable jurisdiction not been 
somewhat exceeded. The jurisdiction of the county courts 
in bankruptcy has occasioned one decision—namely, in Lea v. 
Thursby (1904, 2 Ch. 57). It was there held that where the 
trustee in bankruptcy of the lessee has, after the latter’s 
adjudication in b: ptcy, disclaimed the lease, the landlord’s 
application for an order putting mortgagees by demise to their 
p 1a to take a vesting order of the lease, cum onere, 
or, in the alternative, to be excluded from all interest 
therein, is an application to enforce a claim arising 
out of the bankruptcy which could not have been 
enforced by action in the High Court prior to the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883, and, therefore, is one in which, by virtue 
of section 102, sub-section 1, of the said Act, the county court 
has jurisdiction, without any consent of the parties, to decide all 
questions of law or fact arising out of such application, including 
the question whether. the disclaimed lease be still ye me 
has merged, on account of a temporary coalescence of the 

hold and leasehold estates in the lessee. With regard to the 
Admiralty jurisdiction of the county courts, one decision 7% 
seems to have been given—namely, in The Normandy (52 W. 
634; 1904, P. 187). It was there held that damage done by a 
ship to a pier is not “ by collision” within the meaning 
of section 3, sub-section 3, of the County Courts Admiralty 
Jurisdiction Act, 1868, and that therefore a county court has 
no Admiralty jurisdiction in respect of such damage. This 
decision, while it accords with the principles laid down in Robson 
v. Owners of The Kate (36 W.R. 910) as to what amounts to 
damage “by collision” within the above enactment, is some- 
what at variance, it is submitted, with the decision given by the 
House of Lords in Zhe Zeta (1893, A. C. 468), where it was 
held that a claim against the owner of a pier or dock 
for damage caused to oe by the negligence of his 
servants, is within the admiralty jurisdiction of the county 
courts, as now extended by section 4 of the County Courts 
Admiralty Jurisdiction Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vict. c. 51). It would 
seem, however, as stated by GorELL J., in the case 
under consideration, that though the last-named enactment 
covers such a claim as that made in The Zeta (supra), it does not 
cover the converse case of damage done, not to, but by, a shi 
to a pier or dock. Whether such a construction really enconds 
with the intention of the Legislature it is, of course, quite 
impossible to say. 

One case, affecting the derivative jurisdiction of the county 
courts, must next noticed—namely, Sneade v. We 
Barytes and Lead Mining Co. (Limited) (52 W. R. 225; 1904, 1 
K. B, 295, C. A.). It was there held, by the Court of Appeal, 
that where, in an action of contract, the claim indorsed on the 
writ originally exceeded £100, but was subsequently reduced, by 
amendment of the writ, to £24, there was Jurisdiction, under 
section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, to order the action 
to be remitted to the county court. This decision seems to be in 
all respects satisfactory, as, obviously, the substitution, by 
amendment of the writ, of a smaller pecuniary claim fora larger 
one, is not, like a ent or admitted set-off, a reduction 
effected after action brought, and therefore without effect to 

the court jurisdiction to remit (see Foster v. Underwood, 26 W. R. 
91; Hodgson v. Bell, 388 W. R. 325, 24 Q. B. D. 525; Dierken 
v. Philpot, 49 W. R. 703; 1901, 2 K. B, 380), but, om the 





contrary, is a reduction made before action, of which, under 


. ° 
NR OA TR RE RY EE RN Om RE EL EM ENE SEN NA OT RE RE NE SNE RAI Sem A NMR ren a RY eR eS NN AEE PSY RI a 






; 
; 
: 
- 
: 
' 
; 













98 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Dec. 10, 1904. 








* such circumstances, the real commencement must be taken to be 
the amended writ itself, and not that originally issued. 

Two cases, which concern the right of appeal from the county 
court, must next be noticed. The first of these, namely, 
Millet v. Ballard (52 W. R. 675), relates to the right of appeal 
in actions of ejectment properly so-called. It was there held, 
by the Court of Appeal (overruling the previous decision of a 
Divisional Court in Zhe LZarl of Shrewsbury v. Garfield (60L. J. 
Q. B. 765, 40 W. R. Dig. 63), that an appeal lies from the 
county court to the High Court in all actions of ejectment on 
title as distinguished from actions by landlords against tenants 
for the recovery of small tenements under sections 138 and 139 
of the County Courts Act, 1888, even though the annual value 
of the premises in dispute does not exceed £20. This decision 
is one of considerable value, as it clearly establishes that the 
restriction imposed on the exercise without leave of the right of 
appeal by section 120 of the County Courts Act, 1888, in 
cases where less th«n a certain amount of value is involved, does 
not apply to actions of ejectment or to actions in which 
the title to any corporeal or incorporeal hereditament shall 
come in question, though it does apply to actions for the 
recovery of small tenements. The second of the cases 

_ above referred to—namely, Re Everson, Ex Parte Official 
Receiver (52 W. R. 656), concerns appeals in bankruptcy, and it 
was there held that, having regard to the terms of rule 129 (2) of 
the existing Bankruptcy Ryles, no appeal, except by leave of 
the county court judge, lies to the Divisional Court from any order 
relating to property, when it is apparent, on the face of the 

ings, that the money or money’s worth involved does not 
exceed £50 in value, and that, moreover, the refusal of the 
county court judge of leave to appeal is not an “order subject 
to appeal,” within the meaning of section 104 (2) of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883. 

On the important subject of costs, two recent decisions must now 
be noticed. In Haycocks (Limited) vy. Mulholland (52 W. R. 400; 
1904, 1 K. B. 145) it was held that to bring a case within the 
proviso to section. 116 of the County Courts Act, 1888, so as to 
entitle a plaintiff, who obtains judgment under order 14 for 
upwards of £20 to costs on the High Court scale, such judgment 
must have been obtained within twenty-one days from the service 
of the writ, unless a judge of the High Court (who alone 
possesses this power) tas extended the time limit. As, there- 
fore, in the ease under consideration, it appeared that, after the 
expiration of such twenty-one days, a master of the High Court had 
himself ordered that the plaintiff be at liberty to sign final judg- 
ment for a sum exceeding £20, but less than £50, with costs of the 
action, which he fixed at a specificsum, and with costs of a refer- 
ence and award, to be taxed on the High Court scale, and certified 
that the action was fit to be brought in the High Court, 
Putimorz, J., varied the master’s order, holding that the 

iff was only entitled to costs of the action on the count 

court scale, while upholding that part of the order whic 
related to the costs of the reference and award, upon the 
that the master, to whom the reference was e, must 

d to be an arbitrator, with the same power as an 

i abitrator has of awarding and certifying for costs. In 


; 


i 
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35) the facts were shortly as follows: In an action of contract 
t in the High Court to recover £71, an order was made, 
under order 14, giving the defendants leave to defend, on pay- 
ing £23 into court within seven days, with the alternative of 
final judgment in plaintiffs favour for that sum, but with 
liberty to defend as to the residue of the plaintiff's claim. The 
defendants accordingly duly paid into court the required amount, 
within the prescribed time, and, on the action being subsequently 
remitted to the county court for trial, they, more than five clear 
days before the hearing day, emsented to judgment for the sum 

id in by them, and at the hearing themselves obtained 
im their favour, so far as regarded the residue 
of the plaintiffs claim. Under these circumstances, it 
was held, in the above case, that the defendants were entitled 
to conte from the date of their notice consenting to judgment 


i 


' 


against them for the sum paid into court, and that those costs | 
ought to be taxed according to Scale C of the County Oourt 
Beale of Costs, being the sale applicable ‘‘when the subject 
matter or sum recovered parte 4 £50.” Any other decision 





Tube Works v. Dumbell (52 W. B. 444; 1904, 1 K. B.| 


would, we submit, have been a great injustice to the defendants, 
especially in view of the fact mentioned by Lord Atversrong, 
C.J., in his judgment—namely, that if the plaintiffs had recovered 
the whole of their claim they would clearly have been entitled to 
have had their costs taxed upon Scale C. 

As regards the execution of county court judgments, tliree cases 
on this subject remain to be noticed. The case of Ward y. 
Haddrill (52 W. R. 398; 1904, 1 K. B. 399) involves the con- 
struction of section 150 of ths County Courts Act, 1888, which 
provides that ‘‘if there shall be cross-judgments between the 
parties, execution shall be taken out by that party only who 
shall have obtained judgment for the larger sum, and for so much 
only as shall remain after deducting the smaller sum, and satis- 
faction for the remainder shall be entered, as well as satisfaction 
on the judgment for the smaller sum, and if both 
sums shall be equal, satisfaction shall be entered upon 
both judgments.” It was there held that the above section 
applies to judgments in separate actions, as well as judgments 
upon a claim and counterclaim in the same action, and that a 
defendant who has obtained judgment in an action is entitled 
to set off the amount of the taxed costs in that action against the 
amount for which judgment has been given against him in 
another action, and which amount he has paid into court, and 
that the plaintiff’s solicitor has no lien for his costs on the 
amount paid into court as against this right of set-off. In 
Crane v. Ormerod (52 W. R. 11; 1903, 2 K. B. 37) the power of 
a high bailiff of a county court to confer a title to goods taken in 
execution was under consideration. It was there held (distinguish- 
ing Goodlock v. Cousens, 45 W. R. 367; 1897, 1 Q. B. 508) that 
where goods are taken in execution by the high bailiff, and, no 
claim having been made to them, are sold by such bailiff, and it 
subsequently appears that they were not the property of the 
judgment debtor at the time of the seizure or sale, the purchaser 
does not acquire a good title to the goods as against the real 
owner. The following case, with which this article must con- 
clude, relates to the fees payable to a high -bailiff where, as 
sometimes happens, there are several warrants of execution 
against the same debtor. On this subject, it was held in Re 
Morgan, Ex parte The Board of Trade (52 W. R. 79; 1904, 1 
K. B. 68) as follows—namely, that where the high bailiff of a 
county court seizes separate sets of goods of the same debtor, 
and in the same house, under separate warrants of execution, he 
isentitled to a separate possession fee on each set of goods s» 
seized, though pvssession under all the warrants is held 
simultaneously by one person only, while, on the other hand, 
when he levies execution on the goods of a judgment debtor 
under several warrants, and seizes the same goods to satisfy all 
the warrants, he is only entitled to charge one possession fee. 
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Correspondence. 


Membership of the Law Society. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The attempts which the Law Society are successfully making 
to improve the society in many ways deserve encouragement, and it 
has occurred to me that members in London, in selecting a country 
firm, and vice versd, for agency, such as service of writs, &c., might 
select only such as are members of the society. It is not always an 
easy matter to select a name, but it has been a determining factor 
with me when I have seen a star opposite a member’s name. 

Dec. 2. W. 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
HYMAS v. OGDEN. No. 1. 30th Nov. 


County Covurt—Dertinvr—WaRRANT OF Detivery—Svursequent OrpER 
or Commirrat—VaAtur or CHatrret Nor AssEssEp—JuRIspDICTION— 
Juptcaturr Act, 1873 (36 & 37 Vicr. c. 66), s. 89—Counry Court 
Runes, 1903, XXV. 57—Rvres or Supreme Covrt, 1883, XLII. 6, 
7; XLVIILI. 1. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 
0.J., and Kennedy and Ridley, JJ.). In May, 1904, the plaintiff brought an 
action in the Mansfield County Court claiming the return of a running 
dog, named Floss, or £40, its value, and £10 for its detention. On the 16th 
of May the action was tried and judgment was given ‘‘ that the plaintiff 
do recover against the defendant the following goods and chattels of the 
plaintiff wrongfully detained by the defendant —that is to say, the plaintiff’s 
running dog Floss, and also costs to be taxedon Scale B. And it is 
ordered that the defendant do return the said dog to the plaintiff within 
seven days from this date, and that in default of his so doing a warrant of 
delivery do issue.’’? The value of the dog was not assessed. The defendant did 
not deliver up'the dog within seven days, and a warrant of delivery was issued. 
This warrant required the bailiff to seize the dog and deliver it up to the 
plaintiff, and if the dog could not be found within the district of the court, 
then it required and ordered the bailiff *‘to distrain all the lands and 
chattels of the defendant, wheresoever they may be found within the 
district of this court, and them hold until the defendant shall deliver 
the said dog Floss to you, and to make return of what you have 
done under this warrant immediately upon the execution thereof.’’ 
The plaintiff still did not deliver up the dog, but the bailiff did not 
distrain. An application was then made to the county court judge to 
commit the def-ndant for refusing to obey the order of the court, and the 
judge made an order of committal, being satisfied that the defendant had 
been in a position to obey the order and had wilfully refused todoso. The 
defendant appealed, and it was contended that the county court judge had 
no jurisdiction to commit; that as the judgment provided for the issue of 
a warrant of delivery in default of the defendant delivering up the dog 
within seven days, the plaintiff's remedy was limited to that method of 
enforcing the judgment; that the plaintiff was not entitled to apply for a 
committal until the procedure under the warrant of delivery was exhausted 
by distress; and that it was a condition precedent to the making of an 
order for delivery up of a chattel that the value of the chattel should have 
been first assessed. The Divisional Court overruled these contentions and 
affirmed the order of the county court judge. The defendant appealed. 

Tux Court (Coutrns, M.R , and Srrauwe and Martuew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Cotuiys, M.R., said that section 89 of the Judicature Act, 1873, ord. 42, 
rr. 6 and7 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, and ord. 25, r. 57 of the 
County Court Rules, 1903, taken together, gave the county court jurisdic- 
tion to enforce its judgments or orders by committal. Nor, in his opinion, 
had the plaintiff lost his right to apply for an order of committal by reason 
of his having obtained the warrant of delivery. The warrant of delivery 
did not get rid of the defendant's obligation to hand over the dog. With 
regard to the assessment of the value of the dog, that was not in his 
opinion a condition precedent to the making of an order for delivery. If 
it were ever at any time a condition precedent, it was not so now under 
ord. 48, r. 1, 

Srinuing and Marnuew, L JJ., concurred.—Counss., Ktherington Smith ; 








Israel Davis, Souicrrons, Stevens, Son, § Parkes, for Jones & Middleton, 
Chesterfield ; Halse, Trustram, § Co , for A. Muir Wilson, Sheffield. 
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THE KING v, THE JUSTICES OF KENT. No. 1. 3rd Dee, 


Hianway—Drverston—Nortors on Hranway—Tive ror Arrrxine 
Orertrreicate or Justicrs—Rervsa, ny Two Justicrs—Jurtisprierron To 
Arriy vo Two Ornen Jusrions—Hienway Act, 1835 (5 & 6 Wii. 4, 
c. 50), ss, 84, 85. 


Appeal from the judgment of the Divisional Court (Lord Alverstone, 
O.J,., and Wills ook Kennedy, JJ.), making absolute a rule nist for a 
certiorari to bring up and quash a cortifloate of two justices and an order 
of quarter sessions for the diversion of a highway. By a notice in writing 
certain landowners applied to the Tonbridge Urban District Council to 


of a footpath through their land. On 
@ resolution that 


the Ist ‘of July, 1903, the urban 
district council th roposal 
that, pursuant to section 84 of the Highwa, 


: 


e landowners’ p 

be agreed to, y 1835 
the council’s surveyor should apply to two justices to view. On the 3rd 
of July two justices, who were applied to by the surveyor, had a view and 
declined to make any order. Without any resolution of the council 
the surveyor applied on the 9th of November to two other justices, who on 
the 11th of November had a view and approved of the diversion, and on 
the same day they directed the surveyor, under section 85 of the Highway 
Act, 1835, to affix a notice at each end of the highway from whence the 
same was proposed to be diverted, and to insert the same notice in a 
newspaper published or circulating in the county on four successive weeks 
next after the 11th of November, and to affix a notice on the church 
doors on four successive Sundays next after the same date. The notice, 
which was dated the 1lth of November, was for the first time affixed 
at each end of the highway on the 14th of November, and it stated that 
the justices’ certificate would be lodged with the clerk of the on 
the 7th of December. The notice was inserted in the Tonbridge Free Press, 
a weekly newspaper published on Saturday, on the I4th, 21st, and 28th 
of November, Sten the 5th of December, and was affixed to the church 
doors on Sundays, the 15th, 22nd, and 29th of November, and on the 6th 
of December. On the 7th of December the justices issued their certificate, 
and on the same day it was lodged with the clerk of the peace. The 
certificate stated as the reasons why the new highway would be more 
commodious to the public that the old highway was a mere footpath 
across an open field and was very muddy and wet in winter, whilst the 
proposed new highway would be wider and formed of solid material, and 
was intended ultimately to be lighted and taken over by the urban 
district council. Notice of appeal was given to quarter sessions, 
but the quarter sessions dismissed the appeal as being out of 
time, and made an order that the certificate should be enrolled, 
and that the diversion should be made and the old highway 
stopped up. A rule nisi for a certiorari as above was obtained 
upon the grounds that the notice at each end of the highway was not 
affixed so as to leave four weeks before the certificate was granted ; that 
after the refusal of two justices to certify, no other justices could certify 
without a fresh resolution of the urban district council ; that the reasons 
given by the justices in their certificate were bad ; and that the consent 
of the landowners must appear on the face of the certificate. The 
Divisional Court held that section 85 required that the notices should be 
affixed on the highway at such a date as to leave a period of four weeks 
between the date of the affixing and the date of the certificate, and that, 
therefore, the notices on the highway were bad, and the rule for a certiorari 
was made absolute. They, however, overruled the other contentions. The 
Tonbridge Urban District Council appealed. 

Tue Cover (Cottixs, M.R., and Srieurxe and Marnew, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. They held that section 85 did not require the notices on the 
highway to be affixed and to remain affixed for four successive weeks next 
before the issue of the certificate. The words “‘ for four successive weeks *’ 
in section 85 did not qualify the requirement as to ing notice on the 
highway, but only qualified the requirement as to the insertion of the 
notice in a newspaper. The notice here was affixed at each end of the 
highway, and was inserted in a weekly newspaper on four successive weeks, 
and was published on the church doors on four successive Sundays. The 
section was therefore complied with. With regard to the other points taken 
they agreed with the judgment of the Divisional Court upon them.— 
Covunser, Macmorran, K.C., and R. Cunningham Glen; Danckwerts, K.C., 
and C. F. Hohler. Soxtcrrors, Neve, Beek, § Kirby, for Neve $ Wreiliams, 
Tonbridge ; Collyer-Bristow § Co., for Stone, Simpson, ¢ Mason, Tunbridge 
Wells. 
_ [Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


SAUNDERS ». NEWBOLD. No. 2. 15th, 17th, 18th, 21st, 22nd Nov. ; 
5th Dec. 


Monry-Lexnpers Act—Rrorentne Transactrons—Harsx anp Unoon- 
ScIONABLE—Excersstve _Intersst—Anrsence oF Rysx—Derravir Cravse— 
Rerorenrne Forwer Transactron—Monry-Lenpers Act, 1900 (65 & 64 
Vicr. c. 51), s. 1 (1) (2). 

Appeal of the plaintiffs, a firm of money-lenders, carrying on business 
oan te firm ane of P. Saunders, from a decision of Kekewich, J. 
(reported 20 Times L. R. 620), The action was brought by the plaintiffs 
against the executor of H. T. Alton, who died the 18th of November, 
1908, to recover £3,025, the balance of a issory note made on the 3nd 
of October, 1908, in favour of the plaintiffs. The note was for £3,300, 
£1,300 of which was for interest, and the loan was repayable by instalments, 
one only of which had fallen due and been paid before the death of Alton. 
There was a condition that if any instalment should be in arrear the whole 


balance of the £3,300 should immediately become payable. Samuel, 
a member of the plaintiff firm, had been introduced to Alton 4 Heary 
another money -lender, who had had previous dealings with Altoa, 


Ny " : 
omit whom Alton had in the first instance tied for the loan. The 
plaintiffs, before lending the money had satis themselves by uiry 
of Alton’s financial position, After Alton’s death his executor to 
pay more than the balance of the £2,000, the sum actually advanced, with 
nterest on £2,000 at 10 per cent, He alleged that Alton was at the date 
of the loan in an unfit condition to t t business owing to hahits 
of intemperance, which unfitness must have been evident to the 
lenders ; also that the excessive rate of interest rendered the transaction 
harsh and unconscionable within the meaning of section 1 (1) of the 
Money-lenders Act, 1900, The learned judge gave no t to the 
former, but upheld the latter contention on the ground that the absence 
of risk in view of Alton's financial position coupled with the default clause 








summon a meeting for the purpose of passing a resolution for the diversion 


made the rate of interest excessive, He held that the executor should be 








| 
) 
| 


NRL tn ft 8 OCR TAO ABRs Re ree eA 
janpe eiarintlnagaenciamaendeeemetaniamnamn mest ST TT CT TT 


: 
| 
: 
: 
| 
| 
FI] 
i 
i 
i 


7) 

. 
i 
rt 
ti 
ti 





































































ener presario = mo tay 


AI PORE I 59 BF SARS YS NOM OW RRS OR MLE 










100 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Dec. 10, 1904. 








relieved from any payment beyond the sum actually advanced with 
interest at 10 per cent., and directed accounts to be taken on that foot- 
ing. He also directed that a previous independent transaction between 
the same parties which had been entirely closed should be re-opened. 
This latter was a loan in July, 1903, of £1,000 with £400 interest, and it 
had not been mentioned until the hearing because the action was tried 
without pleadings. The plaintiff firm appealed. 

Tae Court (VavcHan Wiriams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal in respect to the transaction of October, but allowed 
it in respect to that of July. Their lordships’ considered judgment was 


by 

Vavuenan Wii1ams, L.J., who, dealing with the transaction in October, 
observed that several facts had been referred to on the appeal which were 
not mentioned in the judgment of Kekewich, J., but they did but con- 
firm the opinion which the learned judge had formed. Those facts shewed 
that Was a co-adventurer in the loan, and that his know- 
ledge of Alton’s financial position, gained from former transactions, 
was to be imputed to the plaintiffs. The latter must therefore have 
been fully aware of the absence of risk, and consequently that the 
rate of interest was excessive and the terms harsh and unconscionable. 
In the opinion of their lordships the 10 percent. allowed by Kekewich, J., 
was amply sufficient. The case of the July loan was more difficult. Their 
lordships could not accept the argument that the provisions of section 1 (1), 
which enabled the court to re-open, not only a transaction sued on, but 
any account already taken between the same parties, included an account 
taken in any matter, however foreign to the transaction sued on. They 
thought that the account re-opened must be relevant to the transaction in 
respect of which the action was brought. It was true that section 1 (2) 
provided that any court in which proceedings might be taken by a 
money-lender might, at the instance of a borrower, or surety, or 
other person liable, exercise the like powers as might be exercised 
in an action by a money-lender for the recovery of money lent, 
and that sub-section, in their lordships’ judgment, applied even to 
@ case where a loan had been repaid. This meant that a court 
having jurisdiction under sub-section 1 could exercise the same powers 
at the instance of a borrower, even to the extent of ordering repayment 
by the money-lender, for the word “‘ liable’’ was not, as had been argued, 
to be read as meaning liable in fact. The Money-lenders Act was an 
amending Act amplifying the powers previously exercised by the Court of 
—a court which did not allow the fact of repayment to prevent 
the re-opening of a transaction in a proper case. The defendant could 
have obtained the re-opening of the July transaction in the present action 
if he had counterclaimed or asked leave to amend, but as no case of that 
loan being harsh and unconscionable was made at the trial, and the 
ge of Kekewich, J., did not deal with the question, no amendment 
could be allowed now. The judgment would be amended by striking out 
so much of it as referred to the July loan, but without prejudice to the 
right of the defendant, as executor of Alton, to bring an action to re- 
ry that transaction if he were so advised.—Covnse., Lawson Walton, 
C., and Hohler ; P. Ogden Lawrenee, K.C., and Malcolm Macnaghton. 

Soricitors, B. Barnet, Fowler § Co., for Eddowes & Sons, Derby. 


[Reported by BR. Hirt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


SAUNDERS v. SHAFTO. No. 2. 29th and 30th Nov. 


Powrk To JormstcRe—Exercise or Power rx ConsipeRaTIon or A Sum or 
Mowry Parp ny toe Wire—Fravp on Power. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. In 1876, W. H. 
Shafto, under the will of J. D. Shafto, deceased, became tenant for life of 
certain estates in the county of Northumberland. The will contained the 
following power of jointure: ‘‘I do hereby declare that it shall be lawful 
for each tenant for life under this my will either in contempla- 
tion of marrigge or after marriage by any deed or deeds revocable or 
le . . . or by his last will or testament - to charge 
same hereditaments or any part thereof in manner following—that is 
with the payment of any annual sum or sums not exceeding in the 
the clear annual sum of £300 to any woman whom he shall marry 
natural life or other shorter period, and to be in bar of dower 

or otherwise ‘ without any deduction whatsoever, 
powers of entry and distress.”” On the 28th of August, 
Henry Shafto, in exercise of the above power, executed a 
he irrevocably charged the hereditaments with payment to 
should survive him for her natural life of the yearly sum of 
was executed in consideration of a payment of £50 made 
-H. by his wife out of her own moneys. At the time of the 
of this power W. H. Shafto was living apart from his wife and 
very impecunious circumstances. It a ed from the evidence 
value of the jointure at this date did not exceed £50. W. H. 
died on the Zith of September, 1902, and the present action was 
by his widow against the present tenant for life of the estates for 
a declaration that the deed of the 28th of August, 1852, was a valid exer- 
of the power of jcinturing and to enforce payment of her jointure 
nder, Kekewich, J., following his own decision in 
Whelan v. Palmer (45 W. ¥:. 587, 99 Ch. D. 648), held that the charge 
could not be enforced as it was a fraud on the power, the bargain being 
corrupt and solely for the benefit of the husband. He accordingly dis- 
the action. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tax vag (Vavonan Writtams, Ronen, and Cozuxs-Hauvy, L.JJ.) 

Varonax Wis1smes, L.J.—I cannot agree with the decision of Kekewich, 
J., in this case, wich, J., in his judgment recognizes the distinction 
between s power of jointuring and a power in favour of children, but while 

that distinction he has come to the conclusion that this exercise 
aA power by the husband was a frand upon the power, being solely for 
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the benefit of the husband. If the bargain between the husband and wife 
here had been a in dealing with the actual jointure itself, a bargain 
under which the wife got only a part of the sum secured by the jointure and 
the residue was paid to some nominee or creditor of the husband, I should 
have agreed with Kekewich, J., but he seems to have thought that, as the 
money paid by the wife was, according to the evidence, the full value of 
that which she was to get, that placed the case upon the same level as if 
that which had been the subject of the bargain had been the disposition of 
a part of the jointure itself. I cannot agree with that conclusion. Before 
I deal with the cases generally I wish to say that I think that Kekewich, 
J., in arriving at the decision he did, was to a large extent following his 
own decision in Whelan v. Palmer, but I think that that decision cannot be 
supported any more than the present decision, because to my mind 
that decision neglects, as this decision seems to me to do, the 
distinction between a dealing with the jointure itself and the giving of 
a consideration by the wife which leaves her entitled to receive the whole 
jointure. I think that our decision must be taken as affecting not only the 
present case but also the case of Whelan v. Palmer as an authority. Now 
in the present case we have had our attention called to an authority which 
practically disposes of the present case in so far as the authority is one 
which we ought to follow. The case I am referring to is Baldwin v. Roche 
(5 Ir. Eq. 110). In one sense this case in the Irish courts does not bind us, 
although it is a decision to which, having regard to the eminence of the 
judges who were parties to it, we should have paid the closest attention, 
but in another sense it is binding on us, because it has been referred to 
as an authority in both Sugden on Powers and Farwell on Powers, p. 434. 
It is plain that a decision thus cited is an authority which may have and 
probably has been acted upon by conveyancers and others, and it would be 
a serious thing if now, more than forty years after the edition of Sugden 
in which it was first approved, and although, except Whelan v. Palmer, 
there has been no decision in which it has been questioned, we were to 
question the authority of Baldwin v. Roche. Now with regard to Lane v. 
Page (1 Amb. 233) there was in that case a bargain between the husband and 
wife that part of the jointure was to be paid to a creditor of the husband and 
the residue to go to the wife, and Lord Hardwicke held that, notwithstanding 
this bargain, the jointure stood so far as concerned that portion which the 
wife was to take, and Lane v. Page was recognized as an authority in 
Rowley v. Rewley (Kay, 242). Now Baldwin v. Roche exactly covers the 
present case, because in that case as in this the execution ot the power took 
place after marriage and not in pursuance of any ante-nuptial agreement, 
and moreover, the consideration which the wife gave was equal to the 
value of the jointure. The decision in that case, far from being that the 
fact that the wife gave consideration rendered the bargain corrupt and a 
fraud upon the remainderman, was exactly to the contrary effect. Having 
regard to the observations of the judges in that case, it is clear that it is 
one which, if we may follow it, absolutely disposes of the present case. I 
think that we ought to follow that case, both because I think that the 
reasoning of the judges in it was sound, and because it is a case which has 
not been the questioned for forty years and has probably been acted upon 
again and again. The appeal, therefore, must be allowed. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgment to the same 
effect.—CounseL, Stewart Smith, K.C., and Martelli ; Warmington, K.C , 
and Jarvis. Soricrrors, King, Adams, § Co. ; James Johnstone. 

[Reported by J. I. Srieuina, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WOOTTON ISAACSON. SANDERS v. SMILES. Kekewich, J, 2nd Dec. 


30ND—IMMORAL CoNSIDERATION—CONTINUANCE OF COHABITATION—PROVISO 
—PRESUMPTION. 


Summons to vary master’s certificate on a claim by Miss K. A. Coombe 
against the estate of the late Mr. R. E. Wootton Isaacson in respect of 
an annuity given under the following circumstances: In March, 1899, the 
testator began to live with the claimant as his wife, and continued to so 
live with some intermissions down to the time of his death in December, 
1903. On the 21st of August, 1901, the testator executed a deed by which, 
after reciting that he was desirous of making provision by way of annuity 
for the said K. A. Coombe, and upon the terms and conditions thereinafter 
expressed he covenanted to pay toher an annuity of £150 during her lifetime, 
but with this proviso, that if the said .E. W. Isaacson should cease to 
be on terms of intimacy with the said K. A. Coombe as therein mentioned, 
and after such determination the said K. A. Coombe should molest or 
annoy the said R. E. W. Isaacson by any act or proceeding whatever, the 
said yearly sum should be absolutely forfeited and cease to be payable. 
By an order, dated the 15th of February, 1904, in an administration 
action, an inquiry was directed as to what provision should be made for 
this annuity, and the master certified that no provision should be made. 
The question for decision was, whether the deed was given in respect of 
past cohabitation, or for an immoral consideration to secure future cohabi- 
tation. For the claimant it was contended that the mere continuance of 
the cohabitation was not sufficient to raire the presumption that the 
covenant was given in consideration of future cohabitation, and that the 
deed was good. The test is whether any inducement is held out for future 
cohabitation: Hall v. Palmer (3 Hare 532), Re Vallance (26 Ch. Div. 353), 
For the beneficiaries, disputing the validity of the deed, it was contended 
that the parties contemplated the continuance of the intimacy, and that 
the real consideration was not past cohabitation but to secure future 
cohabitation: Gray v. Mathias (5 Ves, 286). 

Kexewicn, J., said that apart from the proviso there was no doubt as to 
the validity of the deed. The law was perfectly clear that a bond given in 
consideantion of past cohabitation was perfectly good in law 
as « voluntary bond; but a bond given to secure future cohabi- 
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tation was bad. There were two cases that made this quite clear. In 
Gray v. Mathias two bonds were given to the same lady in the course of 
the same cohabitation, and it was held. that the one which was giveti in 
respect of past cohabitation was good, and that the other, which was for 
future cohabitation, was bad; but in that case Macdonald, C.B., 
recognized that the first bond, which was held good, was given during 
the continuance of the cohabitation, and when further cohabitation 
was contemplated. That was sufficient to dispose of the argument that 
the contemplation, future or cohabitation invalidated the bond. If the 
bond was for past cohabitation, it was not invalidated merely because the 
‘ parties contemplated future cohabitation, so long as that was not made 
the consideration for the bond. In Halli v. Palmer (3 Hare 532) what 
Wigram, V.C., said was also perfectly clear on this point. He held that 
the bond was good, although the obligor had at the same time stated that 
he had no intention of breaking off the connection. But then this deed 
contained a proviso upon which reliance was placed. It was satd that in 
some way that proviso secnred future cohabitation. Of course, it was 
intended that the annuity should continue so long as cohabitation should 
continue, but it was not limited to that time. What the clause intended to 
provide was, that if the cohabitation ceased and any molestation occurred 
the annuity should cease. The annuity was to be forfeited not because 
cohabitation had ceased, but because of the molestation, and the reason 
for referring to the cesser of the cohabitation was because the molestation 
could not take place until after the cobabitation bad ceased. The deed 
accordingly was good and the claim must be allowed.—Counset, P. 0. 
Lawrence, K.C., and Christopher James ; Stewart Smith, K.C., and J. 8. 
Green ; Mulligan, K.C., and A. Mulligan; Martelli. Soxicrrors, Lingard § 
Leach ; E. F. Champion ; J. H. Yates; W. RB. Pryce. 
[Reported by R. Franxtin Srvpeine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re BEALES’ SETTLEMENT. Warrington, J. 2nd and 3rd Dec. 


Wut—Powrr—AprrorstMent Vorp For ReMoTENESS—APPOINTMENT TO 
Oxnsects Outstpe Power—Trvst in Deractt or APPOINTMENT— ELECTION. 


This summons raised the question whether persons taking in default of 
appointment under a power exercised by wiil in consequence of the appoint- 
ment being void for remvuteness, caused those persons to be put to their 
election. There were conflicting decisions upon the question. By the 
marriage settlement.of John Beales and Frances Beales certain funds were 
settled upon such trusts (after life estates to husband and wife and a joiut 
power of appointment) for the issue born in the lifetime of John Beales and 
Frances Beales as the survivor should by deed or will appoint, and, in 
default, for the children of the marriage in equal shares at twenty-one as 
to sons, and at twenty-one or marriage as to daughters. There was no 
hotchpot clause. There were three children, all of whom attained 
twenty-one, John Day Beales, Frances Elizabeth Youngs, and Gertrude 
Lloyd Cumming. Mrs. Beales survived John Beales, and died in 
1880. By her wil], made in 1869, she exercised the power in the settle- 
ment by appointing the fund, and at the same time bequeathed her own 
estate to her trustees upon trusts for conversion, and she directed the 
trustees to hold the net proceeds as to one-third for John Day Beales, one- 
third for Mrs. Youngs for her life, and after her death for her children 
attaining twenty-one, and one-third on similar trusts for Mrs. Cumming and 
her children. Mr. Youngs had a number of children, all of whom. were 
born in the lifetime vf Mrs. Beales. She died on the 16th of August, 1904, 
and it was as to her share that the question arose. It was admitted that 
the trust for her children was too remote, and that her share went, in 
default of appointment, in thirds between the legal personal representative 
of John Day Beales (who was dead), and Mrs. Youngs. and the defendant 
Mrs, Cumming ; but it was said that the legal personal representative of 
John Day Beales was put to his election between his interests in default of 
appointment and his share in the testatrix's own estate. The trustees «f 
the settlement took out this summons for the decision of this among other 
questions. 

Warninoton, J.—The case is governed by authority, but unfortunately 
the authorities are conflicting. In favour of the view that a case of elec- 
tion is not raised are the cases of Wollaston v. King (17 W. R. 641, L. R. 8 
Eq. 165), Re Warren's Trusts (32 W. R. 641, 26 Ch. D. 208), Re Handcock's 
Trusts (23 L. R. Ir. 34), and Re Oliver's Settlement (21 Times L. R. 61 ; 1904, 
W.N. 194). In this last case Farw-ll, J., reviewed all these authorities 
and some earlier ones, and came to the conclusion that they should be 
followed rather than the decision of Kekewich, J..in Re Bradshaw (1902, 
1 Ch, 436). This is the only authority on the other side. It is undoubtedly 
a deliberate decision after consideration of the authorities other than Ke 
Oliver. Tn this state of things I can only say that the balance of authority 
is against there beg a case of election, and Iso bold. An attempt was 
made to distinguish this case on the ground that the appointment fails as 
extending to persons not objects of the power. But for this purpose the 
actual facts, and not as on the rule against perpetuities, the possible facts, 
are looked at, snd here on the actual facts no person outside the power 
was included in the appointment. The distinction, therefore, does not 
exist.—Counse., Rolt; 7. Colquhoun Dill; Blakesley. Souritcrrons, White, 
Borvett, § Co. 

‘Reported by Nevirie Teapurr, Esg., Barrister-at-Law, | 


proof. The creditors had lent the debtor £5,000 upon mortgage of an 
estate, which was subject, amongst other charges, to a jointure of £300 a 
year in favour of the bankrupt’s wife in the event of her surviving her 
husband. On the 15th of March, 1895, the date of the receiving order, 
there was due to the creditors £4,200 on account of the principal and 
£1.008 for interest, making in all £5,208, The bankrupt returned the 
creditors as fully secured, so they received no notice of the receiving order, 
and did not learn that it had been made until the 28th of May, and on the 
29th of May. Farrer & Co., acting for the creditors, wrote to Munns & 
Longd+n, who acted for the debtor, claiming to prove in the bankruptcy 
as partly secured. On the 30th of May the bankrupt proposed a 
scheme for paying 7s. 6d. in the pound to his unsecured itors. On 
the 3rd of July the creditors pres-nted a proof for £5,208, valuing 
their security at £2,604. The bankrupt’s solicitors protested that the 
proof would upset the proposed scheme of arrangement, but the creditors 
insisted «n presenting it. The scheme of arrangement fell through, and 
the creditors only got a dividend of Is. in the £. The creditors’ proof was 
admitted to rank for £2,604, and they received a dividend of £130. In 
January, 1903, the bankrupt’s wife died, and the estate being relieved of 
her jointure the creditors’ security rose in value. On the 12thof May, 
1904, they asked the trustee to allow them to amend their proof by valuing 
their security at the full amount of their debt, and offered to return the 
dividend they had received. The trustee refused his consent on the 14th 
of May, whereupon the creditors took steps to apply to the court for leave 
toamend. Iu opposition to their application it was contenied that there 
had been undue delay after the death of the bankrupt’s wife in making the 
application, and further, that although by rule 13 of Schedule IT. a 
creditor may amend his proof ‘‘at any time,’’ yet the court will not allow 
amendment where by theaction of the creditor ‘‘ the position of the trustee 
and the ¢reditor has been so alt+red that the rights of the parties con- 
cerned may be considered to be fixed on the basis of the alteration ’’: per 
Vaughan Williams, J., in Re Newton, Ex parte National Provincial Bank 
(1896, 2 Q. B., at p. 406, 45 W. R. 63). In the present case the action of 
the creditors had prevented the unsecured creditors from receiving a 
composition of 7s. 6d. in the £. 

Bicnam, J., held that the creditors had done nothing which had taken 
away their statutory right of amendment; they had made an honest valua- 
tion of their security upon both occasions. The fact that by doing what 
they had a right to do they had prevented the bankrupt from poe | a 
scheme could not be allowed to stand in the way of their being allowed to 
amend their proof. Application allowed.—Covnsrt, Muir Mackenzie ; 
Hansell. Souicrrons, Farrer § Co. ; Munns § Longden. 

[Reported by P. M. Frayxcxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


County Courts 


Liverpool, 6th Dec. 


Furniture Let on Hirre-Purcnase AGreswenr—Recovery or Procerps 
or SALE rrom Execution Creprror. 


The facts of the case were shortly as follows: The Liver Furnishing Co. 
of Liverpool, prior to July, 1904, let on hire to a Mr. Hughes a walnut 
bedroom suite. In the month of July, a tradesman named Cross having 
obtained judgment against Hughes, issued execution through the Liverpool 
County Court, and the high bailiff seiz-d amongst other goods the suite 
lent on hire by the furnishing company. The furnishing company were 
not aware of this, nor was the high bailiff informed that they had any 
claim. Following up the levying ot the execution the suite was sold by 
auction and realized the sum of £7, which amount was paid into court and 
was —— paid out to Cross, the plaintiff in the action in which 
execution has been issued. Some two months after the sale the furnishing 
company ascertained for the first time that the suite had been sold under 
execution at the suit of Cross, and thereupon demanded from Cross the 
amount received as the price realized forthe suite. Cross failed to comply 
with the demand, and an action was commenced by the company against 
Cross for the recovery of £7, money of the company had and received by 
Cross. Counsel on behalf of the plaintiff company urged that as their 
property had been wrongfully sold, and as they undoabtedly , on the authority 
of Crane v. Ormerod (52 W. R. 11; 1908, 2 K. B. 39), could follow the goods 
into the hands of the purchaser, they had the right to follow the proceeds 
as being money representing their goods, into whoses ever hands they could 
trace it. For the defendant Cross it was contended that the warrant of 
execution was directed only against the goods of tte defendant, and that 
therefore he had been no party to the wrongful sale, but had received the 
money out of court as the proceeds of an execution rgularly issued and 
without any notice of a wrongful act. It was further contended that the 

plaintiffs’ remedy was to follow the goods, and that the facts of the present 
case Were not covered by the case of Crane v. Ormerod, but that the principle 
of Goodlock v. Cousins (45 WR. 367; 1897, 1 Q. B. 508) was applicaoie, 

and also that as the rules of court provided for notices of claims being 
given, the plaintiffs not having given such notice were prevented from 

now making any claim to the proceeds of sale, ‘ » 

His Honour Judge Suanp reserved judgment, which he delivered on the 
Gth of December. He thought the principle of the ease of Chane ¥. Ormerod 

applicable, and pointed out that the Lont Chief Justioe’s remarks in that 





Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re FANSHAWE, I parte LE MARCHANT. Bigham, J. 5th Deo. 


Bankrurtoey—Proor—Srevurnp Creprror—-AMENDMENT or Proor uy Rr- 
VALUATION oF Sxeounrry—Bankrvrrey Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vier, oc, 52), 
Scnepuse EL, nn, 9-14, 


case distinguished it from the case of Goeedleck v, Constes, and therefore 
gave judgment for the plaintiff for the amount claimed with costs. — 
Course, @. FH. Ooden, Sourerrons, ¢2erbe § Davis; Wubem Redd, 





It is announced that the hearing of appeals from county courts has been 





Application by creditors for leave to amend their Bogen by re-valuing 
their security, which had jnoreased in value since the admission of the 


postponed from Friday, the 9th jnst,, to Monday, the 12th inst, 
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Law Societies. 
Law Association. 


EXTRAORDINARY GENERAL Court. 


Aw extraordinary general court of the Law Association was held at 
the Law Society's Hall on Thursday, the ist inst., Mr. Charles Burt 
(vice-president) occupying the chair. 


Grants To Non-MEMBERS. 


Mr. S. J. Daw (treasurer) moved a resolution empowering the 
directors to e d in “any year on non-members’ cases any sums 
not exceeding the balance of the year’s income, after fully providing 
for all necessary grants to members’ cases and the expenses of manage 
ment,’’ income not to be deemed to include legacies and life subscrip- 
tions. He said the treasurers did not wish in any way to lessen the 
grants to members, who had the first claim on the funds. But it was 
clear that in the early days relief was granted to non-members, for in 
1824—the association having been established in 1817—its objects were 
extended to non-members, their widows and families. Since last year 
the grants to members’ cases had been increased considerably. In 1903 
the invested funds were valued at £43,000, and the dividends amounte: 
to £1,282 per annum. The amount required for members’ annuities 
was £535 per annum, so that there was a surplus from invested fun‘s 
of over £700 a year. But this £1,282 did not include life subscriptions, 
legacies, donations, or annual subscriptions. The annual subscriptions 
were £278—more than sufficient to meet the working expenses, which 
were approximately £200 a year: so that there was a net income of 
£1,625, and an expenditure of £1,102 6s. 4d., showing a further balance 
of £522 13s. 9d., which was available for non-members’ cases if 
necessary. The association had a permanent capital of £43,000. It 
had been estimated that, if they did not expend more money for non- 
members’ cases, they would at the end of the year have an unappro- 
priated balance of over £540. Under the rules, the board could apply 
the whole of this balance of £540 for current expenses. But that did 
not represent the whole position, for he believed the income was capable 
of indefinite expansion. Solicitors often objected to join the society 
because it saved so much each year out of its income. If the profession 
in London knew that the association relieved all cases which came 
before it, and that it wanted more money, the money would come 
without the slightest difficulty. The board had many cases before them 
at present which were strongly recommended, and for which they had 
no funds. Some cases were before them in which they had made 
grante last year. but they could not do so this year for want of funds. 
All they had been able to do was to make a small payment on account. 
He then gave a number of very painful cases of the widows and 
children of non-members which the board were unable to assist owing 
to the operation of the rules. To these pathetic apnli ors all the 
directors could.say was that they had no funds, whereas they were 
settmg aside £500 a year to add to the accumulated funds. 

Mr. F. T. Brepwoop (treasurer) seconded the motion. 

Mr. RB. H. Peacoce supported the motion. He thought that thé 
association ought not to raise these technical objections. 

Mr. PF. Foss thought the board might be «afely lef 
sideration the claims of future members. 

The Cuarmmay said that within the last six years two hundred new 
members had joined the association. Some of these might eventually 
come upon the association for assistance. He thought the needs of 
the members, especially those who had recently joined, should be 
considered and safeguarded. They had distributed during the past year 
£595 for members and £500 for non-members. Twenty-three non 
metobers had each received about £20. and there had been eleven 
applications from members or their families. He thought the expendi- 
ture on non-members should be limited to two-thirds of the balance. 

Mr. G. M. Davey urzed that attention should be civen first of all 
to the members’ cases, otherwise there waz little inducement to join 
the association. 

Mr. 8. G. Tormyrr observed that there were only eleven members’ 
applications during the past year. The majority of members did not 
look upon it simply as an insurance society, but 


nto con 


as the means of assisting 


Mr. A. Toover ssid that the subscriptions were now only one instead 
A two guineas. and, 2a the norm hed ; d, there would be 
more tikelihoad of applications fre meth. n the futur: 

Mr. ©. A. Peswicx supported the mutio which simply left more 
to the diserction of the board. Si 

The resolution we unanimously adonted in the following form: 
“That in lieu of the fixed sum hitherto voted for non-members’ cases. 


the directors be authorised to expend in any year on non-members’ 





at sums mA exceeding two-thirds of the balance of the vear’s | 


poco Hema alter fully providing for wl vranis to members’ cases 
and the expenses of manavement: wot for the purpose of this rule 
imesme shall nt be deemed t include | tea oF lile subscriptions.’ 
Mr. Daw moved to alier the rules w a5 to empower the board to 
make larger grants in non-members’ cases: 
time, or 2725 in two or more instalments, to « non-member or his widow 
or Ciild, wave that in the tdlowing. cases the board should he at 
Vherty to make an order for wach sume ax they shall think fit: (1 Where 
the nommenmiber al teen « member for not leas than three years, 
and tah cased membership owing to non payment of subscription; 2 
where the nonmember or widow wae over seventy years of ages (2) 


“Than £15 at any one 


— 


where the widow was left with two or more children under ten years 
of age.’ 

Mr. Toovey seconded the motion, which was rejected, two votes 
being given in its favour and thirteen against. 

Mr. Daw moved the abolition of the rule providing that, ‘‘No first 
application for relief shall be entertained where the non-member in 
respect of whom assistance is sought shall have died more than twenty 
years prior to such application. He mentioned some cases which had 
come before the board, where the applicants had struggled for years, 
and, having become past work, had applied to the society, but owing 
to the fact that they had not done so within twenty years of the death’ 
of the non-member, the board could not assist them. If they had 
come at once the board would have been helping them ever since; but 
as they had been brave enough to fight their own way in the world, 
without coming on the funds, they could, owing to the operation of 
the rules, receive no assistance. 

Mr. H. J. Catzey seconded the motion. 

Mr. Foss thought there might be danger where the widow or family 
had been left with large means, and had run through them. It would 
be difficult to make the necessary investigation after the lapse of many 
years, and the burden of doing so ought not to be cast upon tht 
directors. 

Mr. Toovey said the board had discussed the matter some years 
since, and had decided that the rule should stand owing to the great 
difficulty there would be in examining into applications of this kind. 

Mr. Peacock thought the necessary inquiry might be left with safety 
to the board. Several cases of the most extreme poverty had come 
before them which they would gladly have relieved, but they were 
prevented by the operation of the rule. 

The CHarRMAN said he was opposed to the motion. 

Eventually the resolution was adopted by fifteen votes to two. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, moved by Mr. Foss and seconded 
by Mr. W. O. Reaper, brought the proceedings to a close. 


United Law Society. 


Dec. 5.—Mr. E. 8. Cox-Sinclair in the chair.—In the absence of Mr. T. 
Hynes, Mr. Forder Lampard moved: ‘‘ That this House disapproves of 
the decision of the House of Lords in Colls v. Home and Colonial Stores 
(Limited) (1904, A. C. 179).’”? Mr. Horace J. Douglas opposed. The 
speakers were: Messrs. T. Ottaway, F. O. Mutton, P. Aylen, and Mr. 
W. 8. Glyn Jones. Mr. Forder Lampard replied. The motion was lost. 


Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


3iRMINGHAM Law Srvupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 29.—Mr. H. Maddocks, 
barrister-at-law, in the chair, and twenty-eight members were present. 
After the transaction of special business, a debate took place on the 
following moot: ‘‘ A wife, being about to leave her husband, and go off 
with another man, packs up certain property of her husband, and forwards 
it to her paramour, whom the subsequently joins, and in whose possession 
the property is afterwards found. In receiving this property with full 
knowledge of the circumstances, has he committed any offence? If so, 
what?’’ The speakers in the affirmative were Messrs. R. A. Tench, 
J. F. E. Hall-Wright, T.D. Hickman, R. A. Willes, A. Cotterell, J. A. 
shepherd, and T. H. Cleaver ; and in the negative, Messrs. J.J. Pritchard, 
A. J. Gateley, P. T. Currie, and J. A. Round. After the openers on both 
sides had replied, the chairman very ably summed up, and the vote resulted 
as follows: For the affirmative 17, and for the negative 8. 


The Solicitor as Advocate. 
Lecture by Sir Albert. Rollit. 


The President of the Law Society (Mr. Tuomas Rawix, London) 
presided on Wednesday evening at the Law Society’s Hall, at a lecture 
lelivered by Sir Avsernr Ronit, LL.D., M.P., entitled ‘The Solicitor 
s Advocate.”” The audience was composed of students attending th 
ociety’s classes and lectures, members of the Law Students’ Debating 
society, and solicitors. 

Sir Aveert Ror said that his object was, in the first place, to in 
dicate his interest in the subject, but perhaps even more especially to 
how his deep interest in the socicty’s school, the gyudents at which he 
vas the more particularly addressing. He had always been interested in 
ulvocacy, and had at times, as opportunity offered, done what he could 
to enable facilities to be given for the proper equipmeyt to this end to 
he obtained by solicitors who had a desire for the work of advocacy as 
pert of their great calling. For his own part, he had no great sym 
pathy with the trades union view of affairs which actuated a consider 
able portion of both branches of the profession, and his own experience 
in the United States and elsewhere had led him to be strongly in favour 
A fusion, or, at any rate, of a very easy transition, much more easy 
than was the case at preant, from one branch to the other. He had 
tle taken some, he hoped, practical interest in the improvement of 
the means of education of intending solicitors, and one way in which he 
lvl been able to do this was by helping, many years ago, to found the 
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Law Students’ Debating Society, which met at that hall. He was 
strongly in favour of such societies, much more than of what were called 
Parliamentary Debating Societies, which, he ventured to think, were 
unreal in their character, and which were based on a procedure for which 
he had no admiration. The procedure of Parliament was a process of 


sc 


— standing siill 
And doing nothing with a deal of skill.’ 


He thought the practical proceedings of a debating society much 
better than these of Parliament itself. He had given whatever assist- 
ance lay in his power to the reorganisation of the University of London 
and its Law Faculty, and in connection with the society’s own school ot 
law, for a legal advocate ought to have some knowledge of law, though 
he had found a great many lawless men who had been advocates. With 
regard to the society's school of law, he thought he need not urge in 
these days the necessity of the highest possible education being obtained 
by those who were entering the solicitor branch of the profession; and 


at first, in the early stages, at any rate, the more general that education | 


was perhaps the better. That was a stage of life at which the students 
were better able to learn that which was necessary to fit them for the 
very large demands which, at any rate in the advocate, might afterwards 
be made upon them. A good deal had been said about the disadvantages 
of early specialisation in education, and he thought the arguments agains: 
it were strong. At the same time, he considered that if a boy had a 
particular bent, which disclosed itself early, it was as well to give some 
bias to that bent. He believed the society right in requiring some know- 
ledge of Latin before entering the profession, because Latin disclosed 
to us the springs of law. He regarded a knowledge of Latin as absolutely 
essential. Roman law was, of course, a very great source of legal prin- 
ciples, and those legal maxims with which they were familiar were, in 
his opinion, most useful pegs on which to hang a great deal of know- 
ledge. Greek, too, would be good if there was time for it; in fact, it 
was difficult to overrate the value both of the dead and of the living 
language to a lawyer; indeed, nothing in the way of knowledge came 
amiss to him. There never was a period when it was more true that 
“knowledge is power,’ and the most legitimate power, a power calcu- 
lated to improve the status of the profession, and at the same time to 
administer to the public welfare. If anyone intended to take up advocacy 
it would mean additional student work. The equipment necessary was 
greater than for mere chamber work. Advocacy was the art of public 
persuasion, and as there were many sorts and conditions of men who had 
at different times to be persuaded, a large variety of knowledge and 
training was necessary. In this country there were not nearly the facili- 
ties for training wlich existed in othérs. Of course a school of law 
would not be merely for barristers and solicitors. He should hope that 
country gentlemen, some of the great unpaid, for instance, and also 
members of Parliament, would avail themselves of it. He was sorry to 
tell them, perhaps everybody present did not know it, that after all the 
efforts the society had made to fall in with the idea of helping to carry 
out the School of Law which had been proposed, and notwithstanding all 
the retsonableness of the Attorney-General, that Schooi of Law was not 
to be. ‘This was without doubt a matter of great regret. So far as the 
Law Society was concerned, who, by the way, in the previous case, when 
a scheme was proposed, had been more or less obstructive, they had done 
from the first everything they could to promote a really adequate and 
advanced School of Law, which should be open to both branches of the 
profession. They had assented to a comprehensive scheme, and when 
the matter was inquired into before the judges, the Council had attended, 
and had expressed their willingness to fall in with the suggestions which 
were made. Everybody had been apparently unanimous with regard to 
the scheme, but one of the Inns of Court had now demolished the whole 
fabric, and the bench itself was, it would appear, opposed to the scheme. 
Lord Justice Vaughan Williams had denounced it at the Guildhall, at a 
Lord Mayor's feast, and he had reason to believe that even higher legal 
authorities were opposed to it. He was extremely glad to say that the 
society had not been unprepared for this. Some of the Council had all 
along had their doubts whether the school would become an actual fact, 
and the society therefore had already put their own house 
in order by the establishment of their own very _ excellent 
school, in which they had endeavoured to do their full duty to 
the articled clerks, whether they were intending to become 
ordinary practitioners or to add advocacy to the list of their qualifica- 
tions. This apparent check to the School of Law had rendered it 
necessary for the solicitor branch of the profession to rely once more 
upon ¢ts own efforts for legal education, in which respect it had always 
been in advance of the bar, and happily it would not be necessary to 
lay the foundations of their scheme | education again, for the school 


was really flourishing. The attendance was extremely satisfactory, 
and the Council was prepared to increase the admirable teaching staff 
as the school grew. So excellent was the education there given that 


it seemed to him worthy of consideration whether the society should not 
obtain the privilege of bestowing upon such of its students as deserved 
the honour some official recognition of their merits in the shape of a 
degree for those who chose to undertake the extra work necessary to 
quality for it. Fortunately the fund derived from the sale of New Ton 
and Clifford’s Tnn was stil in court and intact. The society were the 
relators in the case of Now Tnn, and it was largely owing to their action 
that tho funds arising from its sale had boon retained for the benefid of 
the profession, and he know that the Council would take every step in 
their power to salve from the wreek of the School of Law as much as 
they could of the funds in order to improve their system of education, 
In the moantime they would have to take their ewn course, and they 
would, he hoped, join with the University of London in making their 





instruction in the law in its highest ranges as accessible as possible. With 
regard to instruction in advocacy, he had spoken of the value—a value 
which was beyond exaggeration—of the debating societies. On the other 
hand, he very much doubted whether any training in advocacy or public 
speaking was really of very great value. Advocacy demanded practice 
and the development of a man’s own peculiar encies and qualifica- 
tions, and individual oises differed much, in energy, in memory, in tem- 
perament, and in aptitude. One man possessed eloquence, another 
humour, which was a great factor, and so on. He very much doubted 
whether any course of education could fit generally every case. A great 
number of fields were open to solicitors as advocates if they would 
only prepare themselves, and if they wou'd get over the prejudice against 
appearing in certain courts and conducting their own cases. There were 
the cases in chambers in the first place; then there were the county 
courts, and in bringing forward the County Courts Bill in Parliament 
he had been principally actuated by a desire to give a greater field 
for advocacy to the members of his profession, although, of course, 
his first object had been the hope, on public grounds, of furthering 
the administration of justice. Some of the county courts had 
a most varied jurisdiction which included common law, equity, bank- 
ruptcy, and admiralty. The county courts were, and would stil] more; by 
reason of the enlarged jurisdiction which was about to be given them, 
be worthy of the attendance and the attention of solicitors, and they 
would prove most valuable as a school of law to solicitors. Then there 
were the courts of record in many boroughs, and these had unlimited 
jurisdiction. Their procedure, it was true, was antiquated. They were 
under the Common Law Procedure Act, and he could not induce the 
Lord Chancellor to improve that procedure, because the Lord Chan- 
cellor said it might conflict with the county. courts. Yet since then the 
Court of Passage, in Liverpool, had this improved procedure, and this 
had proved of infinite value. Solicitors had also the magisterial courts— 
the metropolitan magistrates were most able men—the courts 
presided over by the stipendiary magistrates in the country, 
and the petty sessions. e would like to brush away the 
prejudice which existed with regard to the police courts, where, after 
all, the administration of criminal law was far more important to the 
bulk of the people, and far more interesting in its disclosure of human 
life, with its ills and its sympathies and antipathies, than perhaps 
almost any other place. There were also inquests and inquiries of all 
sorts, such as Parliamentary inquiries, inquiries before the Board of 
Trade and otherwise, at all of which solicitors attended. There was 
nothing more interesting in practice than the Board of Trade inquiries. 
The property involved was generally large, and the fees would a 
proportionate increase upon the usual amounts. If they had not at these 
inquiries charge of a man’s life, they had, at least, charge of his living, 
in the case, for instance, of the captain whose certificate was involved, and 
whose means of livelihood were therefore involved. At the same tame, 
that was a field of action which required special knowledge, and it alse 
required some knowledge of admiralty law. Then there were arbitra- 
tions, such as those under the Lands Clauses Act, and for public improve- 
ments. Private arbitrations were increasing in number. The London 
Court of Arbitration was hearing very many, and in these solicitors at 
times appeared. Ina certain class of cases arbitration was an excellent 
remedy. There were likewise assessments and assessment commuttees 
which might be attended, ania te be introduced, and, lastly, 
there was practice through parliamentary agents, who, practically, were 
all solicitors. He had reserved to the last one matter which was all- 
important at the present moment—practice in licensing matters. This 
was a lucrative branch of practice, which, in the case of certain 
solicitors, provided a very considerable element im their business. 
Hitherto the practice in licensing matters had been that solicitors could 
appear at brewster sessions and conduct their cases. _ If there was an 
appeal, and no one sought to interfere with this, the case went to 
quarter sessions. He was glad to say that no appeal would im future 
go from county boroughs to any rural quarter sessions, and with that 
procedure on appeal no one would seek to interfere. Now the procedure 
was to be altered by the reference of a question as to the renewal of a 
licence, and in certain cases the granting of a new licence, to a com- 
mittee of quarter sessions. Hitherto the solicitor would either obtain 
the canted or the contrary. He would do the whole of the business, 
and in most cases the sums involved hardly justified larger expenditare, 
or called for very high law. All these cases required more or less legal 
knowledge, which knowledge the solicitor — ly possessed. Now, in 
fome cases, not many, solicitors had audience at quarter Sessions. 
Solicitors had audience generally before the standing commuttee ; the 
exceptions were few, but in the case of this new committee which had 
the granting or refusal of licences, and the determining of certain ques- 
tions, it would rest with quarter sessions to determine whether t : 

should be a restriction of audience to the bar. He hoped this would 
not be so. He asked why the solicitor should not see the whole matter 
through, as he did at present? And why should either the publican or 
the public be burdened with larger costs if the solicitor was a. 
for the performance of the necessary duties? The society had —_ 
everything in their power to protect the professiona! Interests 

solicitors, and what they believed, also, to be the interests afethe public, 
in this matter. He had moved an amendment in the House of Commons 
to make permanent the present practice of solicitors seeing the _— 
matter through, and the president and some of the members of t 

Council had since been to the Home Office to impress the consideration 
of the matter on that department, Practically it now rested with the 
local benches, and certainly if the local soheitors were tree to their 
interests, and to the interests of the public, they would, for their own 
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protection, take an interest in the matter. He had only to add that this 
larger practice, which he most strongly recommended, was one which he 
believed would, if it were taken up by the profession, prove greatly to 
its interest and also to that of the public. One matter which he wished 
to impress upon them very strongly: this professional advocacy was a 
great qualification for public life, and in these days no man, no matter 
what his profession or calling, was justified in living an isolated or 
selfish life, without taking some part in the promotion of the welfare of 
the community to which he belonged. Parliament was accessible; it 
contained many solicitors of eminence, who were not the worst members, 
perhaps, of the House of Commons. Local government had been vastly 
increased of late years, and there were many avenues open to them for 
the performance of the best and most useful public duties. In that way 
the solicitor might, apart from the routine of office duties, find for him- 
self a larger horizon of comfort and. work in enjoying the stimulus of 
intellectual strife with an opponent worthy of him, and in obtaining that 
recompense for h‘s services which was the ebject of the profession. He 
hoped that no one would fail to use the opportunities to which he had 
referred of taking part in the administration of public affairs, and of 
realising that the whole duty of man did not consist in the mere pay- 
ment of rates and taxes, but that every man ought to take his part in 
public life. In this way the greatest possible public services could be 
rendered, and the profession itself would raise its status and that of its 
members. The chivalry of to-day was the performance of public duty, 
and the more men qualified themselves for it by taking the opportunity 
afforded by various avenues of improvement, the better both for them- 
selves and for the public. And if they acted upon the principle which 
had animated all the great bars of nearly every nation, and which was 
characteristic to-day of our own bar, namely that the object of advocacy 
should be not victory but truth. then they would be for ever one of the 
more useful, at the sume time, one of th: 
bodies 

Mr. W. Metuoru Watters. who presided during the latter part oi 
the lecture, regretted that. owing to an engagement. the president had 
been compelled to leave. He reminded the meeting that there was 
yet another opening for advocacy, to which Sir Albert had not referred, 
namely, in the proceedings before the Discipline Committee of the Coun- 
cil, where both counsel and solicitors were heard 
the admirable way in which the solicitors app 
sometimes did their duty. 

Mr. Harvey Crirtow said that the scale of costs in the county courts, 
and also in the high courts. d ctly discouraged solicitor advocates. 
The corresponding fees to counsel we i 


most dignified of public 


. He was surprised at 
arng before that committee 





paid solicitors better to brief counsel than to take the cases themselves. 
He had attended chambers with a view to save his client costs, and had 
been allowed 6s. &d.. whereas the other side, if they had succeeded, 
would have been allowed the brief fee, the costs of preparation, and all | 


were very much higher, so that it | 


Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Arruvur Arrowsmita Mavnp, solicitor, of Worcestar, has been 
appointed Under-Sheriff of the City of Worcester and the County of the 
same City. 


Mr. Cuartes Forp (Ford & Ford), solicitor, of the Outer Temple, Strand, 
W C., has been appoisted London Agent of the Sheriff of the City of 
Worcester and County of the same City. 


Mr. Freperick Evetyx Mercatre, solicitor, of Bristol, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Metcalfe was admitted in July, 
1898. 


Mr. Freperick D. Warpie, deputy town clerk of Bradford, has been 
unanimously elected Town Clerk of Bath, in succession to the late Mr, 
B. H. Watts. Mr. Wardie was admitted in 1890. 


The Right Hon. Sir Epwaxnp Fry, late Lord Justice of the Court of 
Appeal, has been appointed Legal Assessor to take part in the Inter- 
national Commission of Inquiry into the North Sea Incident. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Epamcenp Barker and Horace Matcotm Mac teay, solicitors (Barker & 
Maclean), West Hartlepool. Nov. 26. [ Gazette, Dec, 2. 


Wittiam Frercuer Arkinson and Arruur Hvuca Bank ey, solicitors 
(Atkiuson & Blankley), Bradford. Nov. 30. [ Gazette, Dec. 6. 





General. 


Mr. Justice Bigham and Mr. Justice Warrington will be the Christmas 
Vacation Judges, and one will attend during the first part and the other 
during the second half of the vacation. 


Jn a prefatory note to an explanatory statement of the new Licensing 
Act, the Licensed Victuallers’ National Defence League says: ‘‘ In several 
respects the Act is a legal puzzle, the solution of which will have to be 
found, sooner or later, in the High Court.”’ 


It is announced that the Board of Inland Revenue have appointed Mr. 
S. P. Platt to be Senior Assistant Secretary to the Estute Luty Office in 
succession to Mr. W. Sutherland, who has retired from the public service, 
and Mr. A. W. Soward to be an Assistant Secretary in the same office. 





the other incidental expenses. | At the Bankruptcy Court, on Wednesday, says the Daily Graphic, a 


Mr. Metworn Watters said that Mr. Clifton was travelling beyond 
the object of the meeting in making these remarks, and ruled him out of 
order- F 

Sir Arpertr Rowiit, replying to a vote of thanks which had been 
moved by Dr. Jesxs. said he hoped that Mr. Clifton would not think 
that his observations were not listened to and considered by the Council. 
The Rule Committee and the Lord Chancellor we re able to alter the scale 
of evsts, and if they did not, Parliament could. Apart from that, he 
hoped that the lst thing solicitors would attend to solely was the 
question merely of costa The great thing to be conside red was the 
public interest, and he knew many cases in which small costs were 
attended by great professional advantage. But that there was injustice 
was beyond question. 


Obituary. 
Mr. John May. 


The death is announced of Mr. John May. solicitor, late of Ridge Hill, 
Sut-on, near Macciesticld. in his cighty-ninth year. Mr. May served his 
atticies with Mr. Thomas Parrott, who was town clerk of Macclesfield for 
over fifty years. He was admitted in 153%, and was appointed a commis- 
sioner to take affidavits in the counties of Chester, Lancaster, York, Derby 
and Stafford. and the cities of Chester, York, and Lichfield, and the town 
A Kingston-upon-Hull, and a master extraordinary in the same year. He 
was born in the reign of George I']., and had seen no fewer than five 
soverngns on the English throne. In 1456 Mr. May was appointed deputy 
to Mr. Parrett, the first clerk to the Guardians of the Poor of the Maccles- 


debtor stated that he had previously failed on three occasions. The Senior 
Official Receiver: 1 am informed that this is your fifth failure. Mr. 
Registrar Giffard: He only claims four. The debtor, who said that he 
remembered only three previous failures, passed his examination. 


At Consett, Durham, on Wednesday, says the Daily Graphic, Judge 
O’Connor, in a workmen’s compensation case, decided that the develop- 
ment of housemaid’s knee did 1,ot constitute an ‘‘ accident’’ within the 
meaning of the Act. The plaintiff, a miner, was constantly kneeling 
while at work, and incapacitated for some weeks by the complaint. 


Wednesday was, says the Zimes, the last day for depositing plans in 
connection with private Bills to be promoted in the ensuing Session of 
Parliament. At 8 o’clock, at which hour the Private Bill Office closed, 224 
such deposits had been made, of which 27 related to railways, nine to 
tramways, 124 to provisional orders, and 60 to miscellaneous measures. 
Last year the deposits totalled 272, sub-divided as follows: Railways 27, 
tramways 26, miscellaneous 61, and provisional orders 158. It is note- 
worthy that the figures of last year shewed a decrease upon those of the 
procediog year, and that a still further decrease is apparent this year. 


The following incident during the examination of a witness is recorded 
by the Central Law Journal: Lawyer: Now, Mr. Smith, will you have the 
goodness to answer me, directly and categorically, a few plain questions / 
Witners—Certainly, sir. Now, Mr. Smith, is there a female at present 
living with you who is known in the neighbourhood as Mrs. Smith?—There 
is. Is she under your protection’—She is. Now, on your oath, do you 
maintain her?—I do. Have you ever been married to her?—I have not. 
(Here several jurors scowled gloomily at Mr. Smith.) That is all, Mr. 
Smith; you may go down. Opposing counsel: Stop one moment, Mr. 
Smith. Is this female your grandmother? Yes, she is, 


At the Jast weekly meeting of the Thames Conservancy Hoard a report 





S41A Union, and was subsequently appointed clerk on the 13th of March. 
1b, which fice he brid until he resigned in 148%). He was considered | 
an anthority on the subject of por law adininistration, in which he took a 
interest §=The deceased gentleman was aleo clerk to the Maccles- 
Local Board of Health aod Highway Board for the Prestbury Division 
A the Hundred of Marclesficld. He was prominently connected with 
tweariy every Charitable and philanthropic institution ard movement in the 
town, amongst others the erection of the general infirmar 
vision As public pare. He was appointed a magistrate of bis native town 
im 199). He retired from practice in 19%, He bore throughout his long 


' 


Nile on unbheaniahed character ton integrity and high-mindedness, and never 
failed to win the vmfidence A bin Sent> and of his professional colleagues. 
The funeral, which txk place on Thursday, the let instant, was lar; 
attended, all the public bodice in the town and neighbourhood 
repeats. 


- 


largely 


being £70 «# year, should 
annum, 


from the | ower River and General Purposes Committee recommended that 
Mr. Hughes's resignation as solicitor to the board should be accepted 
with regret and that a retiring allowance of £300 pe» annum should be 
granted to him, calculated in accordance with the scale approved by the 
Treasury, on the basis of his service of fifteen years. The recommenda- 
tion of the committee was, on a division, carried by sixteen votes to fifteen, 
With regard to future arrangements, it was agreed, on the recommenda- 


and the pro- | tion of the committee, that, with the object of securing greater concentra- 


tion of the service, the solicitor’s office should be made, for purpose of 
administration, a branch of the secretary's department; that Mr, W. 8, 
Hunting, assistant solicitor, in receipt of a salary of £500 per annum, 
should be appointed solicitor at a salary of £700 » year; and that Mr, 
vi. A. J. Ghenshaw, principal clerk in the solicitor’s office, in receipt of 

be appointed assistant solicitor at u salary of £100 per 
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At the Biggleswade Sessions, on Wednesday, James Perry, otherwise 
Castle, was, says the Daily Graphic, sent for trial at Bedfordshire Assizes 
for burglariously entering the house of William Frederick Ashly Fletcher, 
clerk to the Biggleswade justices and registrar of Biggleswade County 
Court. Aroused during the night, Mr. Fietcher went downstairs and 
found the prisoner ransacking the house. He tackled him and, hurling 
him to the ground, sat upon him till he said he was fairly caught and 
would go quietly. Gold and silver articles to the value of about £20 were 
found in the prisoner’s pockets. The chairman of the bench said the 
magistrates warmly congratulated Mr. Fletcher upon his plucky conduct 
ana presence of mind. ‘ 


Mr. Rufus Isaacs, K.C., who appeared as a witness in the Lord Chief 
Justice’s Court the other day, says the Globe, waived a privilege of the bar 
which Sir Edward Clarke has successfully claimed on more than one 
occasion. As his evidence was required to shew what occurred at a trial 
in which he was professionally engaged, he might, instead of entering the 
witness box, have made a statement from the bar. One of the occasions | 
on which Sir Edward Clarke claimed the privilege was during a well- 
known trial in the Divorce Court. Sir Edward was asked to attend and 
explain the’vircumstances in which a certain arrangement was arrived at 
in a previous suit, and the two opposing counsel agreed, with the assent of 
Mr. Justice Barnes, that ‘‘ by the immemorial practice of the court such 
explanations were to be given, not in the witness-box on oath, but from 
the bar.”’ 

Certain grand jurors, says the St. James’s Gazette, failed to put in an 
appearance this week to discharge the duties to which they were called. 
They were engaged in business so profitable that it is to be hoped they 
would not be losers on the deal when they were fined £10a man. Out-of- 
works wish to be summoned and paid for jury-service, but it has been 
pointed out that inasmuch as they are already out of work, they cannot 
incur loss by attending court, and, therefore, are debarred from payment. 
What a pity there cannot be combined business and duty in the manner 
pursued by a man who appeared before Sir James Hannen! He was in 
deep mourning, and claimed exemption on the ground that he was 
interested in the funeral of a gentleman that day at which he desired to be 
present. ‘‘ Oh, certainly,’’ said the courteous judge, and the man went 
sad-facedly away. ‘' Do you know the man you have exempted?’’ asked 
the clerk. ‘*No,’’ said Sir James. ‘‘ He is an undertaker!’ was the 
reply. 

The constantly recurring trouble over the administering of the oath to 
witnesses in courts of justice has, says the St. James's Gazette, again arisen 
in a Lancashire court, where a medical officer of health naturally pro- 
tested against having to kiss a greasy Testament tied up with ribbons of 
doubtful age but undoubted dirtiness. The time will come when no 
witness will be asked to kiss a filthy, disease-charged book, but that time 
is not yet. The magistrates’ clerk is careful to make a witness remove his 
or her glove to handle the Testament, but the latter may just previously 
have been in the hands and to the lips of a person suffering from a con- 
tagious disease. They have mastered the secret at Maidenhead, where a 
Bible bound in ivory covers, which is washed in an antiseptic for each 
court day, is supplied. The practice of affirmation is growing, and gets 
over the difficulty without recourse to antiseptics. It is as well that not 
all are as opposed to it as Erskine. A witness gave as his reason for 
desiring to be sworn in this manner that ‘‘ the angel standing on the sea 
held up his hand.’”’ ‘* Well,’’ replied Erskine, ‘this does not apply in 
your case. In the first place, youare no angel ; in the second, you cannot 
teli how the angel would have sworn had he been on dry ground as you 
are, 

On the hearing of a divorce petition on Monday, Sir Francis Jeune asked 
whether the commission which was sent te Switzerland had returned. 
Mr. Deane, K.C., said it had, and he regretted to say that Mr. Willis, a 
member of the junior bar, the comniissioner who had been sent to Switzer- 
land, had been severely assaulted at the station at Lugano. ‘There seemed 
to be a good deal of feeling on both sides at the place. Mr. Rogerson, one 
of the junior counsel for the respondent, who had also gone to Switzerland 
with Mr, Willis to examine witnesses, gave an account of the assault. He 
said the train was half an hour late, and they were waiting upon the plat- 
form. By some means or other they managed to incur the displeasure of 
the natives, of whom there was a good number on the platform, In order 
not to provoke them, he and Mr. Willis drew out of the way. Mr. Willis 
was forced up against the wall, and set upon by five or six people. Mr. 
Willis lost his rug and umbrella, but managed to retain the bag in which 
were the depositions, ‘The conduct of the stationmaster was disgraceful. 
Although he saw that Mr. Willis’s head was bleeding he refused to move 
in the matter, saying that it had nothing to do with him, Sir. F. Jeune: 
All I can say is that it is fortunate we did not have to go to Lugano, ‘The 
jury agreed, 


At the sitting of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, on Wed- 
nesday, says the 7imes, the Lord Chancellor paid a tribute to the memory 
of the late Lord Hobhouse. ‘The Lord Chancellor said: Before we 
begin the business of the day, it is impossible to pass aver the fact 
without notice that a distinguished member of our body, who remained 
for twenty years aa active member of it, has been taken to his rest, Lord 
Hobhouse was able to win the affection and respect of all his colleagues 
by his unfailing courteay, his desire beyond all other things to see justice 
done, and the diligent mode in which he made himself master ot every 
subject which it was necessary to make himself master of in order to do 
justice between parties, No one but thoae who acted with him as his 
colleagues could have kKnowoe how kind, courteous, and considerte he was 


and had regard to the opinions of others. His is a great loss. But he has 
done that which most of us would like to have said of us—he has firmly, 
courageously, and most courteously and kindly done his duty, and his best 
epitaph will be found iu the universal respect and affection with which he 
was regarded. Mr. Haldane, K.C., on behalf of the bar, echoed the senti- 
ments expressed by the Lord Chancellor. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or ReGisTRars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Bate Emerceycy Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
: TA. No. 2. KEexkewicu. FaRrwe.u. 
Monday, Dee. ............ 12 Mr. Carrington Mr. King Mr. R. Leach Mr. Pemberton 
ee 3 Beal Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
Wednesday .............+. 14 Jackson King R. Leach Pemberton 
Thursday ..........0+-+-00.15 Pemberton Farmer Godfrey Jackson 
en aeeenees, 16 Godfrey King R. Leach Pemberton 
ee 17 R. Leach Farmer Godfrey Jacksen 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckuey. Joyce. Swisres Eapy. Wazetvetos. 
Monday, Dec. ........... 12 Mr. Greswell Mr. Beal Mr. W. Leach Mr. Church 
, = Church Carri nm Theed Greswell 
Greswell Beal W. Leach Theed 
Church Carrington Theed W. Leach 
Greswell Beal W. Leach Farmer 
Church Carrington Theed i 











The Property Mart. 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
Dec. 15.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cyanrrevp, at the Mart, at 2: 
REVERSIONS : 


To Legacies of £2,000 and £1,000; lady aged 62. Solicitors, Messrs. Mathews, 
James, & Crosskey, birmingham 
To One-fourth of 38 Leaseholds and 3 Freehold Houses, producing £1,245 183. per 
annum ; lady aged 69. Solicitor, F. J. Berryman, Esq., London 
To £1,433, on mortgage ; lady aged 61. Solicitors, Mess. Hadden-Woolward & 
McLeod, don. 
To One-fourth of a Trust Fund, value £18,000; lady aged 63. Solicitors, Messrs. 
Lawrence, Graham, & Co., London. 
To Two 1-14th Shares of a Trust Fund, value £4,500; lady aged 51. Solicitors, 
Messrs. George Brown, Son, & Vardy, London. 
To One-half of £1,387 19s. 1d. 2} per cent. Consois ; also to One-half of £4,100, with 
Policies; lady 64, provided a gentleman aged 38 survives her. Solicitors, 
Messrs. George Brown, Son, & Vardy, London 
To Freeholds at Worthing and Ripley, value £3,500; lady aged 34. Solicitor, 
Thomas Charles, Esq., London. 
Toa —~ Fund, value £7,550; lady aged 50. Solicitors, Messrs. Fowler & Co., 
London. 
To One-tenth of a Residuary Estate, value £15,333; lady aged 46. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Winterbotham, Guraey, & Co., Cheltenham. 
LIFE INLERESTs : 
In Rs 31,000 India 3} per cent. Rupee Paper; gentleman aged 60. Solicitors, 
Messrs. William A. Crump & Son, London. 
In £357 18s. 4d. 2g per cent. Cousols, also Reversion to the same fund; gentleman 
aged 31. Solicitors, Messrs. Halliley & Morrison, Bedford, 
TITHE RENT-CHARGES, M: dusesor Fieid Tithe and Prince Rents, value £341 5s. 4d. 
yer annum. Soliciters. Messrs. Oldman, Clabburn, € C>., London, and Messrs. 
Freer, Hett, & Hett, Brigg. 
ANNUITIBS : 
Of £53; gentleman aged 39; with Policy. Solicitors, Messrs, Heppenstall & Clark, 
Lymington. 
Of £70, amply secured, with Policies ; lady aged 38. Solicitors, Messrs. Dole, 
Devonshire, Woodhouse, & Co., Landon. 
POLICIES for £1,600, £1,000, £1,000. Solicitors, Me-sts. Rutter, Veitch, & Bond, 
London. 
(See adversisements, this week, back page.) 





Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Liurrsp mr Cuancrry, 

London Gazetie.—Faivay, Deo. 2. 

Associarep Souruses Gow Mixes (W A), Loxrrep — Creditors are rege ind, on or before 
Jan 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, te 
Newman Mayo Ogle, Worcester House, Walbrook. Francis & Johnson, Gt Winchester 
st, solors for liquidator 

Luaxpupro Gaaxp Turarsr Co, Lowrep—Peta for winding up, presented Nov 23. 
directed to be heard at the Magistrates’ Room, Bangor, Jan 16. Chamberlain & Johe- 
son, Llandudno, solors for petusre. Notice of appearing must reach the above-mamed 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 4 

Loxpox axp Pants Excuanas, Liawnrp - Petn for winding up, presented Nov 0. directed 
to be heard Deo 18. Lawson & Lawson, Finsbury circus, solors for petmer. Notice af 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o clock im the afternoon of 
Deo 12 

Loxpon ax» Pants Bxcnaxes. Laoreo—Petn for winding up, presented Deo 1, directed 
to be heard Deo 13. Morley & Ovo, Old Broad st, solors for petmer. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock im the afternoon of Dee 2 

Loxpon AND Pants Exonaxer, Laurrep —Potg for wieding ap presented Deo 1, directed 
to be heard before Warringtan, J, Dee 18, Gover & Oo, Queen =f, solors: for petitioning 
oreditora, Notice of rc must reach the above-named not later than € oe cleck in 
the afternoon of Deo t is 

Lonpon Svexe-AReatrox, Lowrep—Petn for winding up, presented Now IT, directed te be 
heard Dee 1, MeDiermid & Son, New man's ct, solors for petmera, Notwe of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 oelock im uke affernoan of Deo 12 

Mrrctens, Bort, & Oo. Linerse (x Lagureatron)—Orediters are required, oa or before 
Deo 1), to send their names and addresses, and partiontars af their dedts or claims, 
to Rodort Bromhead, 11, Princess eq, Plymouth, Brian, Plymeeth, salor fer hewkiater 

Murosoore and Broanarn Oo or Deora, Lianere ~ Oveditors are required, oa or Before Jan 
ve, bo send theit names adktrosses, and the partioalar: of their Godts or chamas, to 
Sidwoy J Nek’, 14, Piccadilly mans, 17, Shafterbury av 

‘Turerix Coxrsoniparep Mixes, Lowerrp=Orediters are required, on or Deore Deo 8), te 





in dealing with opinions which differed from Dis own, and, although he had 
firm opinions of hie own which it Was not easy bo shake, he always respeoted 


rond their fame amd addresses, and nlare of their dedts of claima, to Bawanl 
Andrew Schacidan, Raregmorton House, Copthall av 
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, JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep tn CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec. 6. 
Corossat Cycte axp Components Manvuracturtnc Corporatioy, Limitep —Petn for 
winding, presented Nov 24, directed to be heard at the Court House, Corporation st, 
i on Dec 15. at 10.30. O'Connor, Bennett's hill, Birmingham, solor for 





























of Dec 14 
Doupiex Weavixe Apriiance Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 1, directed 
to be heard at the Court House, Quay st, Manchester, on Dec 16, at 10. simpson, 
ster, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternvon of Dec 15 
Jous Peusretox & Sons, Lowen, 66 and 68, Soho st, Liverpool—Creditors are required. 



































debts or claims, to Charles Dutton Parkinson and Charles Leigh, Bewsey chmbra, 
Warrington. Davies & Co, Warrington, colors for liquidators 

















debts and claims to Percy H Green, 60, Watling st 

Strversuiraes, Lowrep (1s Votvntary Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or 
before Jan 4, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Herbert Chantrey, 57, Moorgate st. Webb-Ware, Southampton st, 
Strand, solor for liquidator 

Wesrxorz & Co, Limmep (1x Ligtipatios)—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 
11, to send thearr names and addresses, and the particolars of their debts or claims, to 
Walter William Westmore, 2°, Swan st, Minuries. Golding & Hargrove, solors for 
liquidator 






























































Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 


London Gazetie.—Fripay, Des. 2. 


Acigs, Witi14m Sterxex, Ampthill, Beds Dec 10 Sharman & Trethewy, Amptbiil 
Batpwis, Haeriey, Clitheroe, Lanes, celicitor Jan 28 Baldwin & Co, Ciitheroe, Lancs 
Baremas, Matitpa Mantua. Reading Dee3l Creed, Reading 
Baremas, Saucer, Reading Dec 31 Creed, Reading 2 
Bayszs, Feasces Axve, Valetta, Malta Jan10 Ramsden & Co, Leadenhall st 
Boutros, Heseierra Jcuier. olackheath, Kent Jan2 Robbins & Co, Strand 
Bosrort, Atrerp, Boston, Lines Dec3i Snaith. Boston 
Boos, Witura™, Tottenhill, Norfolk, Farmer Vee 29 M-ller, Downham Market 
Borce, Jasz, Smali Heath, Bircingham Jani Cottrell & 3, Birmiogham 
Brass, Rev Hexey, R-dhill, Surrey DLee3t Head & Co, Relaate 
Baicstocks, Berraxxta, Wolverbampwn. Dec 31 Page Wolverhampton 
Berast, Wi1i1am, Broadwinsor, Dorset, Farmer Dec 30 Saunders, Crewkerne 
Bess, Beeraa Heeveet, Upper Norwood De-10 Toller & sons, Godliman et 
RLZIGH, Axx, Cotham, Bnstol Dec 21 Jefferies, Bristol 

Brsc, Jous, Southsea, Hanw. Hire Carter Jan7 Aisien, Portamouth 
Brsc, Mazy Axx, Southsea, Hants Jan7 Allen, Por smouth 

SOULESs, Sypxzy, Bedbury, or swindon, Farmer Dec i7 Morrison, Swindon 
Cizss, Jussz, muddersficld, Woollen Manufacturer Dec 31 Wilmshurat & Stones, 

Huddersfield 


Coz, Eowazp, Beckenham, Ba~k Manager Dec 30 Lendon, Butge row 

Couuiss, Lecy Evizazern, South Milford, Yorks Dec2, Kirby & Son, Harrogate 

Couuiss, Wittsam. Winchester, Soluitor Jan 24 ley & White, Winchester 

Cozzert, Joszru, Highgate rd, Provision M-:chant 29 Jennings, Kentish Town 

Ceovcs, James, Tring, Herts Febi Orguil. Lincok.’s ian fields 

Cavrcater, Witiisx Hexer, Shrewsbury Dec i7 Morgan, Shrewsbury 

Dixes, Joux, Eskdaie, & Bees, umberiand Dec 3) Butler & Son, Broughton in Furness 
&. Geetecvr, Liverpoal Jan2 Richardson & Marsh, Liverpool 

Weassrizip, Joms Tuvnas, Newcastle upm Tyne, Talor Feb Dransfi-ld & Elsd m, 
Neweastie upon Tyne 

Dussis6, Marcazet, Whitby, Yorks Jané Buchannen & Sons Whitby 

Epw seve. Grower C , Felixstowe DecZi Turner & Turner, Ipswich 

Eaztort, Maecarrr Beri, Whitoy, Yorks Jan 6 Bucnaanan & Sons, Whitby 

Per, Eiceaey Hesey Ocravics. Laurenw Marjues, Delagoa Bay, Portugese 8 E Africa 
Dee 3i Beysias & Bepfus. Lincola’s inn elds j 

Ger, Booee Firznarviscr Ak Jan2 M & H Turner, Sackville st 

Gizare, Wiitian, Manley. Chester. ¥armer Vee 3i Gamon & Co, Chester 

Gizave, butitt, Sankey. Chester Dee 41 Gamoa & Co, Chester 

Govesen, Avzansx, Brighton. Laurer Jan? Harker & fon, Brighton 

Go.peworrat, Roecer Berce, svuthport Jan! Wuliams, Southport 

Gears, Jous, Sew+t. Doret ~;, Dee 2 Beyfus & Beyfus. Lincow’s ivn fields 

Graser, Dasier, Kilburn, Licensed Victua l Dee 3 Leadon, Budge row 

t Kadtord & Frackland, Chancery lo 



















































































































































































































































































Hatz, Jviscs Barron, Westnicoge Jan 2 

Haxurescer, Janes brevesn, Kocester, Siaflx Farmer Jan9 Wilkins, Uttoxeter 

Hawreces, Wisitex, enht Northumberisnd Dec 41 Cooper & 
Goviga, Newcaxle upon 1 yne 

Bscxiscortean, Jous, Long Yam. Derbys, Younan Dee 21 Wilem, Long Eaton 
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Hotere, Meecseet. Beckesbam De Holmes & Co, Citnent’s in, Lombard at 
Jeesis Eeruse Eb et, Surtitem Dee Zi Bircham « Co, Parliament xt 
Juusetost, Brusrr Acexazpre, Yapioo, Suez, Telezesphast Dec 31 Wannop, Little- 








Rep. Sore 1 

sores, Janes Enver. Geighsm, Nore 

Kritswat, Gormia Catureisr ¥s + 
Wey 26 

Ksiost, roruis Camousr, Kober », Couten Town Jan 
Ht Portiant « 





Andrews & Co», 














Comine Harman 




















petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the | 
afternoon 


on or before Jan 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their | Reeves. Fiora, Loxwood 


Krups, Lomrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 20, to send particulars of their | 





Laree, Ameuta, Brighton Dec 31 Webb, West Smithfield 

LitrLe, Kopert, Hemel Hempst-ad, Herts, Farmer Jans Robinson, St Albans 

a Epwarp DowpvEsweLL, Kingham, Oxford Jan23 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping 

orton 

Lowraer, The Right Hon James, Wilton Castle, Yorks Dec3i Lawrence & Co, New sq, 

| Lincoln’s inn 

McC.e4x, Frayk, otherwise Francis, Tunbridge Wells Jan 31 Hargrove & Co, 
Victoria st 

Morris, Ricnarp Wiitram, Southampton Dec 31 Green & Co, Southampton 

Morrow, Cuares, Oval rd, Regent's Park, Theatrical Manager Dec31 Beyfus & Beyfus, 
Lincoln’s ina fields 

Pace, Tuomas, Bradford Dec9 Dunn, Leeds 

Parker, Morwent Bagrow Baron, Blaenavon, Mon Jan16 Watkins & Co, Pontypool 

Pixe, Josera WILu1AM, Gravesend, Tug Captain Jan3 Mitchell & Macartney, Grvesend 

, Sussex Jani15 Langfield, Brighton & 

| Ricsy, Carugnive, Stoneycroft, Liverpool Dec 31 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 

Saw, Herseaet Joceryn Crurrenvey, Rickmansworth, Herts Dec 31 Hubbard & 
Shepard, Chancery lo 

| Sravers, Ec1zasetn, Waterloo, Blyth Northumberland Dec 27 Sidney & Co, Blyth 

Tatros, aes Royal cres, Holland park av, Solicitor Jan16 Tatton & Co, Kensing- 
ton High st 

Tuorsr, Toomas, Newcastle upon Tyne, Bookseller Dec 81 Cooper & Goodger, New- 
castle upon Tyne 

Wakreey, kpwarp, West Alvington, nr Kingsbridge, Devon, Builder Dec 15 Hurrell, 
Kingsbridge, Devon 

WestcomBe, Emma, Worcester Dec 24 Hyde & Sons. Worcester , 

Wi user, Josep FrRaskiix, Warminster, Wilts, Brewer’s Traveller Dec 31 Vicary, 
Warminster, Wilts 

Waricut Heyry Georce, Aylsham, Norfolk, Estate Agent Dec 31 Forster, Aylsham 

Wyatt, Heyry, Lakenham, Norwich Jan7 Sadd & Bacon, Norwich 


London Gazette. —Fripay. Dec, 6. 
BakER, a Hockliffe, nr Leighton Buzzard, Railway Secretary Jan 1 Lepper, 





Banxes, ELeanor Potiarp, Whitburn, Durham Jan 12 Ranson & Co, Sunderland 
BLAcKADER, James Pierce, Gravesend, Bank Clerk Jan31 Lyne & Holman, Gt Win- 


chester st 

Burcorxe, Francis Henry Fisuwick, Liverpool, Contractor Jan 6 Tyrer & Co, 

iver, 

Guinean, thee Krrtoy, C:ty1d, Miller Jan 31 Hores & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Cox, Ricaarp, Patchway. Glos, Farmer Jan 2” Abbot & Co, Bristol ' 

aaaaaate ms Freperic Ranpat, Upper Tooting, Merchant Feb 14 White, Holborn 
viaduct 

Davies, Ans, or Exizasetu Sturson, Southport Dec 20 Mvcrgav, Shrewsbury 

Daviss, Eviza, Presteign, Radnor Jan 15 Cheese & Roberts, Presteign — 

Devey, E.izazeru, Feckenham, Worcester Jan 20 Sanders & Co, Birmingham 

Deake. Tuomas Henry Tyawuitt, Amersham, Bucks Dec 25 Rushforth, Amersham 

Farncioucn. Cuarves, Chester, Hardware Dealer Jan 14 Bate, Chester 

Furoeses, Joun, Bury, Lancs, J-wel'er Jan 14 Butch+r & Barlow, Bury 

Gareysipes, Epwarp Carrer, Hollym in Holuerness, Yorks, Licensed Victualler Dec 31 
Park & Son, Hull 

Gaove, Puiuir, Leamiogton Jan 15 Coulson & Cook, Coptha'l av 

Havppock, Caro.ine, Ipswich Uec i Cobbold & Co, Ipswich 

Hazgison, Mary. Doncaster Jan 10 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 

Hout, Wiiiiam, Edgworth, nr Bolten Jan i4 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

Hos«iss, Many, Higham, nr Bassenthwaite, Cumberland Jan 14 Waugh & Musgrave, 
Cockermonth , 

James, Rev sear of Lioyp, Pont Robert, nr Welshpool, Montgomery Jan 25 Davies, 

rystwy 

Kxicut, Lieut Col Henry Sorters Gunninc Srvarkes, Harestock, nr Winchester Jan 2 
Hopgoods & Dowson, Spring ¢ dns = 

Luoyp, Jons ALExanver, Banstead, Surrey, Tin Plate Manufactursr Jan 2 Knapp- 
Fisher & Sous, Buckingham gate 

Lvuse, Joun Wititam Henry, St James’s rd, Bermondsey, Estate Agent Jan13 Huntley 
& Son, Tooley st 

Macpoya.p, MaeGarert, Shipley, Yorks Dec 31 Wade & Co, Bradford 

Miits, E.izasetu, Derby May i7 Powell, Derby 

Morrect, Georce, Walsall, Baker Dec 3i Armstrong, Walsall 

Movu.p, Caarves, Chorley, Lancs Janla W RK & W Ascrofc, Preston 

Movucp, Wit.1am, Peterstield Farmer Dec 22 Robins, Peterstield 

Oxive, Saran, Bury,Lanes Jan 14 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

Outver, James, Consett, Durham Jan12 Philipson & turnball, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Oxv, Cuzisrornen, Warkworth, Northumberland, Grocer Jan 10 Douglas, Alnwick 

Peron, Taomas, Skelton in Cleveland, Yorks Dec #1 Carrick, Stokesley 

Picxagp, Wiit1am, Willow st, Fins>ury Jan10 Julius & Thomas, Finsbury circus 

tarLTos, ALEXANDER BacLpessros, Sutton, Surrey, Bookseller Jan 15 Rye & Eyre, 
Golden sq 

Rawsver, Jous, Acocks Green, Wercester Jan16 Forsyth & Co, Birmingham 

R wsox, Tuomas, D.pton, Durbam Dec 30 Russell, Gaterhead 

Kusse.y, Corxe.ivs, Nottingham Janio Eking & Wyle s, Nottingham 

Sevuoun, Emma, Wiltonst Jan 2 Walker & Co, Theobalds rd, wray’s ion 

Snoxut, Puna Carucuine, Fakenham, Norfolk Dee 3l Arkcoll & Co, To ley at 

Bixceu, Cuaures Dove ras, New Baruct, Herts Jan% Richardson & Sadlera, Golden aj 

Sow, Hesay Weerenns, Mercers rd, Holloway, Fruit sulesman Janis Birch & Rees, 
Bishoprgate 

Swanveick, Geouce, Barrow in Furness, Bricklayer Jan7 Barrow, Barrow in Furness 

Tnouse, Wittiam, Openshaw, Manchester Jan ily Wiison, Ashton under Lyne 

Tussex, @onvsy Hewny, Exeter, Draper Decdt J & 8 P Pope, Exeter 

Warr, Exicy Bras, New House, Aawre, Glos Jan6 Carter, Newobam on Severn, Glos 

Watixen, Sauan, Bury, Lance Jan 14 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 

Wor, Punoruicn, Croydon, Butcher Jan i4 Carr & Co, Rood In, Fenchurch ot 

Wuvre, Acuvue Kevtiz, Kast Griustend Veb% Pearless & Sons, Kast Grinntead 

Wuiocnt, Axx, Leigh, Lancs Jau2 Widdows, Leigh, Lancs 
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ye sen, Sous, 0A Veuv Lev, Clayton, or Bradford, Tailors 
Bratton’ Vet Nov @ Ord Nove | Voole Vet Nov 80 Ord Nov 4) 
Hexvewt, Mutield, Nureeryman Edmouton Vet | Hannan, Joon Varenting, Ove, Hastings, Grocer Hastings 


Taomse Heuer, Southamyton, Outfitter Bouth- 
ampion Pe Nov® Ord Nov w 

sot, Jous, Piaenan Vertiniog, Merioneth, Engin 
Driver Parumadoc Pet Nov 2% Ord Nov 2 

LaeD, Wiitstau Cuanrrna, Ponty prid4, Hallway Guard 


Aja, Canterbury, Wuilder Canterbury Pet 


oatia COnemtnd YA Goon, Besny Tnones, Preringham, Norfolk, Watchmaker 
Nawih VYAaNweo Oranow 

Geinnte, Woneet, Wet Walt, Norfolk, Commineion 
Aya Kingelyum VA Rov O1d Noy 4) 

Ova, Atitnaon Wisian, Yeading, Awietau Master 
Neoting VARWH OAM 

“nt, lAanelly, Money Lender Carmarthen Vet 


LAA, ee wt, Matter « Meohauie Hawiroce, Turnre Cun, Go 
nye Vatonw nA Agent, Wearngunm Ve 





’ T . Day, Jous, Codsall Wood, Staffs, Builder Wolverhampton , Hatt, Wissam Tuomas Hanvisc, Highworth, Wilts, 
Bankruptcy N Ollces. Pet Novis OriNo 0 — | Coal Merchant Swindon Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 
7 Ix | Haniey, Arice, Bournemouth, Nursing Home Proprietoe 


Vet Nov 24 Ord Nov 2 


w Ord Nov #0 


Liverpool Pet Nov il Ord Nov 20 
Ord Nov 7 Vet Nov 20 O18 Nov 24 
Vet Nov #0 Ord Nov 40 


Bamingham Vet Nov 25 Urd Nov ws 


tocheder Vet Nov 4 Ord Nov 24 


Hout Dealer Birmiogham Vet Novy ws Ord Noy an 


Wuiiders Nottingham Vet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 
wall, Ohemter,/ Ineut anes 
We Ord how a 


Vet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 





Hoomw, Fuancis, Derby, General Dealer Derby Pet Nov 
Hou.poare, ALpeat Kowanis Liverpool, Confectioner 
Jouswon, Witssam Joun, Khyl, ¥iint, voal Dealer Bangor 
Jones, Davin, Shewen, or Neath, Glam, Hauliee Aberayon 
Lasovosy, Karen, Birmingham, Windsor Chale Maker 
Lawutsce, oun Cnaniun, Sheernen, Kent, Barge Owner 
Lyuvany, Avounria Neave, Velnil Heath, Birmingham, 
Mansnrts, Kinvwr, and Jow Corvin, Carlton, Nutt, 


Miss, Warren, Gouthend on Bea, BDutiher Chelmeford 
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ORTON, ig Suupizy, Catherine st, Buckingham Gate 
» ‘Aw High Court Pet Nov14 Ord Nov 30 . 
Prat. THOMAS, Uarlisle, Pig Dealer Carlisle Pet Nov 28 
Ord Nov 28 
Pauttrs, Samcgy, Lianelly, Goma, Haulier Car- 
en Pet Nov29 Ord N’ 


bess, Daxter, Maidstone, Caamen * Maidstone Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 30 

lly Wit.1am, Bristol, Master Mariner Bristol Pet 
Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Bans, J) ny Neatymoal, Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet Nov 

Oud Nov 30 

ag Acyes Esraer, Bete cres, Earl's Court, Dress- 
maker High Cou ov 28 Ord Nov 

RopeERtTs, Fh ne Paty Swindon, Batcher Swindon 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 28 

Sarees, FREepDeERIOor, oe Glam, Cab Driver Cardiff 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Rowzanps, Monrcan, Saeere, Glam, Collier Cardiff 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 

os et Moskzis, Bridlington, Yorks Kingston upon 
Hull t Nov 29 Ord Nov 2 

——— pa Upstreet, —— Wheelwright Canter- 

bury Pet Nov 80 Ord Nov 30 

Srock, Joun Daniex, Pontycymmer, Collier Cardiff Pet 
Nov 29 Ord a 26 ae > 

Sroxz, Rozert Henry, ngston =poe Hull Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 2 

SvTHERLAND, WiLLIAM Jounxn Eowarp ow AHAM, ” eemcamae 
Essex High Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov 

Taytor, Witt1amM Harotn, Bradshaw, — Gaeidiew 
man Bolton Pet Noy 30 Ord Nov 30 

Taomas, Gronce Harry,Sytehouse, Claverley, Salop, Farmer 
Madeley Pet Nov18 O:1d Nov 30 

Toons, Zacnartan, Dudley, se yd House Furnisher 
Dudley Pet Nov , Ord Nov 2! 

Tetse, Hagry, “7% "Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Nov’ 28 

Tureen, Ausert Hapworts, a. Butcher's Manager 
Croydon Pet Nov28 Ord Noy 

Usauess, Ropotes, and Francis ha vyw Viret, Halstead, 
Essex, Mineral Water Manufacturers Colchester Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 

Wrst, Francis Herpert, Smethwick, Staffs, Hatter West 
Bromwich Pet Nov 28 Urd Noy 23 


Wiis, Hesry, West Bromwich, Boot Dealer West 
Bromwich Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
Worsxur, Jonny Hersert, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds 


Pet Nov 29 Ord Noy 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Asmax, Wituram Lusp, Kingston on Hull Dec 13 at 11 
Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 

Baus, Franz, Bowden, Cheshire, _ Photographer Dec I4 at 
3° Off Ree, By m st, Manchi 

Bayuiss, Jouy, n, ‘Btafts, om Boiler Dec 10 at 11 


, 198, olverhampton st, Dudley 
Best, Jouy, Bolton, "Tool Ma. er Dec 13 at 3 19, Exchange 
st, Bolton 
Buows, Benyamiy, Cambridge, Hay Buyer Dec 12 at 12 


Or Reo, 5 5, Pett: Cury, Cambridge 

Buiwes, Usartes Hewry, Selby, Yorks, Hawker Dec 14 
at4 Off Rec, Tne Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Canter, ALLEN 6, Whitechapel rd, Restaurateur Dec 12 
at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey ’st 

Cornxe, Roperr Simmons, Southend on Sea, Ironmonger 
Dec 18 at 12 14, Bedford row 

Corcaine, Joszrn, jum, Southall, Manufacturer Dec 13 at 
8 14, Bedford row 

Crosby, Hexry, New walk, York, Government Contractor 
Dec 14 at 2, “6 Of Ree, The Red House, Duncombe pl, 


York 
Czowrugsr, Groxcx Asgruus, Cheetham, Manchester, 
—— Dealer Dec l2at3 Off Ree, Byrom st, Man- 
ester 


Downes, Joun, and Faxp Lex, Clayton, ar Bretiend, Tailors 
Dec 12a: 330 Off Ree. 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 
EvcEut, Tuomas Henry, Southampton, Outfitter Dec 18 
ane Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
Y mh 
Evans, Winuran Gavrire, Bangor, Carnarvon, Grocer 
Dee 12 at 3 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
Foro, Cuagies, Kingston upon Hull Deo 13 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, Trinity House In, Hull 
Foxau, Avert Epw amp Worcester, Tailor Dec 12 at 11 
45, oe st, Worcester 
Gangx, ., Karby, Thornton in Craven, Yorks 
sroiste Worker Dec i2at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, 
es ey 18, Cuartes, West Norwood, Plumber Deo 18 at 
24, Railway app, London Bri 
ain all, Jou Cuan.us, Sheerness, 
: Deo 12 atl2 1165, High’ st, Rochester 
4UND, WititaM, Scarborough, Licensed "Victualler Dee 12 
at4 74, Newboro' arborvugh 
ARSILALL, Ernest, a Jor Corrty, Carlton Hill, Notts, 
Builders Dec Oat 1l Off Reo, 4, Castle pi, Park st, 
M Nottingham 
ATTHEWS, Rowix, Pewsey, Wilts, Baker Doo ld at 11 
M Off Rec, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 
ATTMRWS, Tuowas, Wandsworth © Commissi 
M Agent Deo 12 at 11.80 24, Railway app, London Bride 
copy, Tom, Bolsover, Derby, Confectioner Deo 10 at 10.43 
on Reo, 47, full st, Verby 
Monoax, Anriun, Broadbeath, nr Altrincham Chester, 
_ Ne Deo 14 at 4,80 Off Reo, Byrom at, 
Kt, Ou Antes, Neath, Glam, Ooal Vendor Deo 15 at 11.80 
Pipl Rees 81, Alona ndra rd, Swansea 
“> Danie, Maidstone, Carman Deo 14 at 11 9, King 


stone 
Price, Gwitya, peeamamit Higher, Glam, Haulior Deo 15 
“61230 Off Reo rd, 8 
Bioon, Roomn te Hedaoia, nr Manchester Deo 12 at 3.90 
, om wt, M. outer 
aYLon, Winiiam Hanon, Bo'ton, Warehousoman Deo 
“oe 4 10, Gnchonge at, Bolton 
OM AG, pwanp, Owmgoree See = 
ruicke, Glam, Groce Dee 15 a aa ait pk 
Ale. ‘a rd, Swansea 


ent, Barge Owner 














MERRYWEATHER ONDOW: — 
MERRYWEATHERS' “ VALIANT” STEAM 
PUMP AT WORK. 


Write for Illustrated 








MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY 


MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C. LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO H M. THE KING. 


MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The ‘‘ VALIANT’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including — 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARK: 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 
AS SUPPLIED TO-— 
Earl Fitzhardinge. E. W Esq. 


Lord Gifford. 

Lord Pirbright. | Basen F. Ge Bothechiid 

Siiney Harri, ea ):| = Prat 

Wihaton Beas, |=. Rothschild. 
A. MacKenzie, Esq., &e., &c. 


Pamphlet No. 8290. 








Tomas, Watrer Hanoi, eaten, Glam, Draper 
Dee 12 at 12 30 117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Torre, Euaa Jane, Fiston, pr Manchester, Fruit Sales- | 
woman Dec 12 at 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester | 
Tixpatt, ALFRED CHARLES, hill, Accountant 
Dec 18 at 11.80 24, Railway app, London ‘Bridge 
Weston, Heyry Horwes, Grorce Josera Westox, and 


Ree, 1, Berridge st. 

Wanataxe, — and Mavp Wrutrams. Handsworth, 

Fancy Drapers Deo 13 at 11 191, Corporation st, 

Woop, a, Bredgar, Kent, Farmer Dee 12 at 11.30 
115, st, Roch 

Worsnopr, A aS iisenaen, Leeds, Milk Dealer Dee 13 at ll 
Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Yovura, Euan, Fiegg Burgh, Norfolk, Market Gardener 
Dec l0at1 Off Ree, 3, King st, Norwich 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bartiett, Tuomas, Epwix rOngte Boot Seller 
Pet Noy 29 Ord Nov 29 

Baxter, Joun Axtave, Oalston In, Shoe Manufacturer 
High Court Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 30 

Watrer CHARLEs a st, Strand High 

Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 

— ~~ , Bolton, Tool Maker Bolton Pet Nov 2s Ord 

Bovaye, parm, De Dudley, General Dealer Dudley Pet Nov 
1 ‘ov 28 

Bucxiepesr, Jouy Evy, Hillingdon, ur Uxbridge, Builder 
Wiudsor Pet Novi Ord Noy 19 


Croydon 


Brrsey, 
Court 


ae ~ 5 CHARLES Henry, Selby, Yorks, Hawker York 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 
ear Rosgrt Jaxes, Bridport, Dorset Poole Pet Nov 
cote Htc Wan, Shr, Hair’ Meda 
SOLLYS mLLIAM WELLS, tter's c 
8 Pet Nov 29 "Ord Nov 28 ‘ 
Cotcurne, Jostrn, jun, thall, ufacturer Windsor 


Pet Oct 27 Ord Noy 26 

Cows. 1 Ilford, Essex, Rope Merchant High Court 
Pet Oct 11 Ord Nov 28 

Crosry, om York, Government Contractor York Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Nov 20 

Downas, Jonx, and Faro Ler, Sogta, ar Bradford, 

Pet Nov23 Onl Nov % 

Evorut., Taomas Hevay, Sciemettin, Outtitter South- 
ampton Pet Nov30 Ord Nov 90 

Epwonps, Cuantes Raten Avoustus, Chancery ln, Solicitor 
High Court Pet April 3% Ord Noy 3 

Emons, Antuvea Harry, Ry ors, Kentish Towa 
Bigh Court Pet Bept 21 Nov 29 

Eso.anp, Wituiaw Cnaruns, Font pid, Railway Guard 
Poutypridd My N 


Sie Ond N: 
Comme, a oe terbury, Builder Canterbury Pet 


ag SR, “Tuan, Sberinzham, Y eens Watchmaker 


2 Ord Nov 
Ganon, Rovanr West Walton, ‘Norfolk, Commission 
Kune 8 Lyan Per Nov $0 Ord Nov 90 


, Asaistint Master 





aay, Wriasan Tuomas Haapixo, : 

Hannay, ps ; hy ~4}, oe 

Suan te ty Bey West Norwood, Plumber 

Ho Wanewort vay Oakes} Wachaaith Oaford | 
“Pot Oot ua v 12 


Hexry Westox, Leicester Dec 12 at12 Off | 
, Leicester 


| | Sone, Peso, Date General Dealer Derby Pet Nov 30 
ov 
Jarre, a, Petherton rd, Canonbury High Court Pet 
Ma Ord Nor 235 


James, + ee Glam, Collier Cardiff Pet Nov 
30 ‘ov 

JOHNSON, ‘Gases Jous, ma, Flint, Cual Dealer Bangor 
Pet Nov 29 Ord Nov 


| Joxrs, Davin, Skewen, nr > Neath, Glam, Haulier Neath 
and Aberavon Pet Nor 30 Ord Nov 30 
Massaatt, Eenest, and Juz Corrrs, N 
Builders Nottingham Pa Nov 23 Ord Noy 3 
Miiuis, Watree, Southend on Sea, Essex, Buteber Chelms- 
ford Pet Noy 29 Ord Novy 29 
Psat, THomas, . Pig Dealer Carlisle Pet Nov 23 
Ord Nov 23 
Partures. Sawvet, Lianelly, Haulier Carmarthen Pet Nov 
2 Ord Nov 29 
Prva, =m. Dae, Maidstone, Carman Maidstone Pet Nov 
v3 
Prosar, Wuaaan. oa Master Mariner Bristol Pet 
ov 28 Ord Ni 
Reur, AGyes + head = 
maker High Court Pet Nov 33 Ord Nov 3 
Ronears. Freprsick Wititiax. Swindon, Butcher Swindon 
Pet Nov28 Ord Nov 38 
Rouuixes, FREDERICK 5 paeeensieee Cardit 
Pet Nov29 Ora Nov 


Row anps, Moreay, Bla’ nears, Glam, Collier 
ae ton, BQ... Ord Nov wei 
ONNENFELD, s, Brtngton, a Kingston Upon 
Hull Pot Nov Ord Nouv 
Srenr, we, Caen Hevay, Gt Sh-tford, Cambridge, Baiker 


ge Pet Oct Oni Nov 26 
Sricks.s, a Upstreet, Kent, Wheelwright Canter- 
er Pet Nov 30 Ord Nov 30 
OCK, 


oun Daxret, Pontyeymmer, Collier Cardiff Pet 
Nov 29 Ord Nov 29 
Geeenens, Oo Groner, Weymouth Dorchester Pet Oct Is 


Sroxs, ou ees. ua, Kiegaes 7 Hull Kiegeton 
upon Hull Nov 
| SurTHaatann, Wass} Joux Bowann | ax, Woodford, 
Essex High Uourt Pet Norv 23 Ord Nov @ 
Tarros, Witttas Hasorn, Bradshaw, Bolton, Warehouse. 
man Bolton Bet Ber 8 Ord Nor © 
Tous, Zacuaniau, Dudley, Worcester, House Purninher 
Dudley Pea Nov 2 Ord Nov 29 
, Accountant 


ry 
Tare, Haney, Bast y Hants, Builier Portsmoath Pet 
Nuv 38 Nov 


eee, Se ) at. 
x, Mineral Water Manufactarers Colchester 
jm — 
Wiis, Hervey, Bromeich, Boot Dealer Wisi 
tremeuh het Nov a0 Ged Hoe xe 
Worsvor, Jonx Geanent, Leeds, Mik Dealer Leeds 
Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov @ 


crea, Earl's Court, Dress- 





Ananal Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN aADVaNcR; Sonerrors’ Jovanan end 
WEEKLY REPORTER, «2 Wrapper, 32s., 
pest-free, Sonrorrons’ JOURNAL only, 26s, ; 
Country, 28%, ; Foreign, 30a, 4¢. Waaxty 
REPORTER, ¢e Wrapper, 263,; Country er 
Foreign, 28a, 
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THE MOST COMPREHENSIVE LEGAL | 
} 


WORK IN EXISTENCE. } 








INVALUABLE TO EVERY BARRISTER AND 


THE LAW ANNUAL 


Containing in One Volume— 
A Set of Statutes 
A Dietionary and Digest of Law 
Costs, Fees, Stamps, Duties 
Lists of Officials 
and other Useful Matter 
LONDON and 


WM. GREEN & SONS, somrscecr. 


AND ALL LAW BOOKSELLERS. 


NOW READY. SECOND EDITION. Price 5s. net. 
AN EPITOME OF THE 


PRACTICE of the CHANCERY and) 
KING’S BENCH DIVISIONS 


©F THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
By A. H. POCOCK, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 


London: Errixcuau Wi1s0r, 54, Threadneedle-strect, E.C. 
AW.— GREAT SAVING. — For prompt 





























eat || 
| 
| 
| 


| reach me n2t later than first post on Wednesday, the 2ist 


such copies to the other —- of 


ORALLY (class or gem | or by CORRESPONDENCE. 


| INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATIONS; Lag gw by result. 


_ payment 25 per cent. will be taken off the following 
charges :— j 


s. d. 

Abstracts Copied one . 0 8 per sheet. 
Briefs and Drafts nes a 3 per 20 folios. 
Deeds Round Hand... « © 2 per folio. 
ee ein -. 2 © per sheet. 

Full Copies 0 2 Banh agar 

PAPER —Foolseap, 1d. “per ‘sheet; Draft, $d. ditto; 
Parchment, ls. to ds. 64. per skin. 


KEERE & SAamane, 16, Furnival-street, Holborn, E.U. 


\ R. STOCKBRIDGE, Blackburn House, 
a _ South Lambeth-road, London, undertakes Con- 

Gdential Inquirer, in lucing Divorce (ex-Managing Clek 
of @ years without supervisos); Expert 
Settling Uosts ; unexoeptiomabie references. 


UBGESS’S INVESTIGATION 








BUGEAU.—Eeluble Information in Divorx, and | 


all confidentzal cases at home and abrosd; write for terms, 
41, King William-strect. London, E.U.; an unsullied 
record for 50 years with the legal prufcssion. 





| Office; es 


BE sane. Ce gemma and Quiet Offices, | 


im the Ci ae a suitable for | 


Aicitors.—Appty, 2, 't Feacbarch-buildings, L; gndun. EC. 


YENTLEMAN engaged in insurance work 

to updettake the Secretarial Duties of 2 «mail 

Inoustrial or Maning Compeny ; office amd all necessary 
: imciuded at emal! mel 





BAL omave —y first- 
clam referees given 2nd reyuired.—Adiree:, , care 
aA Sere’ s, 0), Canbill, B.C. 





OR IGAGES. — Mesers. Lumurys have 

Cieats wih Faunis to be put out at Low Bates of 

Interest on evant Propertes in London ant evamiry.—* ft. 
James's House,” 22, 6. Insmes s-reet, London, 6.0. 


YITY OF BRADFORD, 


DEPUTY TOWN CLERK AND CHIEF 
ASSISTANT SOLICITOR. 


The Bradford Corporation invite applications from duly 
qualified Solicitors for the above position. Candidates must 
be thoroughly experienced in Government Law 
Practice, and have an intimate knowledge of the work as a 
Town Clerk’s (or equivalent) Department in a large distri 
including Conveyancing and Common Law, and must a 
be fully competent t» act as advocate in conducting import- 
ant cases before magistrates, &c. 

The salary (subject to approved service) will be £500 per 
| 2750. with annual increments of £50 to a maximum of 





Applications (indorsed “ Deputy Town Clerk”), stating 


| Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs, 





PLAS ~ YN ~ DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merioneth. 


For Gentlemen of the Upper 
Glasses only. 
TERMS: From Six Guineas A WEEE. 
Shooting—Well preserved, over 22,000 acres, 
Fishing - 24 miles, including trout, servin, and salmon. 


References— 
Dr. Gro. Savaaz, 3, Henrietta-street, Cavendish. 





. and setting out the Candicate’s career and experience, 
with copies of three recent testimonials, to be sent so as to 


inst, 
Canvassing in any form by or on behalf of any Candi- | 
date will disqualify, but Candidates may send a copy of 
their application and testimonials to the members of the 
Selection Committee (list can be obtained on application at 
my Office), and selected Candidates 7 su uently send 


EDERICK 1K STEVENS, 
Town Hall, Bradford, 3rd Dec., 1904. Town Clerk. 
THE LONDON SCHOOL OF LAW. 


P[ULTION for BAR, SOLICITORS’, UNI- 
VERSITY, and other LAW EXAMINATIONS, 





fhe following Classes commence the first week in 
January, 1905: SOLICITORS’ Intermediate and Final for 
soe, 1905, Three Months’ Classes; BAR Examinations 
‘or May, 1905, Four Months’ Classes. 
“For particulars of other Classes and further information 


apply to the Szc BETARY, 1. 1, Old Serjeants’-inn, W.C. 
R. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL.B., continues 
to PREPARE for the SOLICITO RS” RS’ FINAL and 


—Particulars on application, rsonally- or 
Chancery Lane, W. ” 


SOLICITORS’ EXAMINATIONS. —Mr. 

THOMAS R. FROST, solicitor, COACHES candi- 

dates for the Preliminary, te, and Final 

tions, in class or by correspondenca, —For par- 

= apply Tsomas R. Frost, 38, Chancery-lane, 
ndon. 


AW.—Solicitor (29; admitted 1899; public 
school man) Desires Managing Clerkship ia ’ London ; 
articled to, and three years managing clerk with Markby, 
Stewart, & Co., subsequent experience with leading West 
firm ; experienced im Conveyancing, C ry, Common 
Law, Company, anc General work ; excelient references ; 
bard worker; present salary £150, but would accept less to 
commence in good office. —W. J. M., care of “ solicitors’ 
Journal’ Office, 27, Chancery-lane, London, W.c. 


letter, at 93, 








square, W. 
Dr. D. Davee, 34, Cavendish-square, W. 
For Prospectus, &c., apply— 
Or. Mm. WALKER, J.P., 
Plas-yn-Dinas, Dinas Mawddwy. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOUSE. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For ay ae | ~ ae the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c. » appl 7? 
D. m0eG, : BOS., &c., 
‘Superi 
Telephone: P.O. 16, ae. SWOBTH. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOUBNE HOUSE, LEICESTER, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant : ROBERT re | M. ihe 

“> Sg Rai H. FEES, Aree : 

of Inebrie Thirty years’ Experience. Excellent 

Legal am Medical References. For ro se and particulars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

LEGRAPHIC ADDRESS: “ MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 











Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-99. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
For the Treatment of Gentlemen x may F a Inebriety 





and Abuse of Drugs. In a most healthy, pi ue, and 
secluded — of the country, 14 hours from ae street, 
about feet above sea-level; 10} acres of grounds. 


Heated 4 hot-water apparatus. ’Electric light throughout. 
Healthy employment and recreation. Workshops, Poultry 





AW PARTNERSHIP. — Solicitor (Cam- 

bridge B A., admitted 19v0) Desires to acquire Share 

in well - established Practice ; iminary clerkship not 

objected to. ay Law, care of Leathwait & Simmons, 
5, Bircbi o-lane, E.C 


A 4 VACANC Y occurs for an Articled Pupil 
in a well-known Auctioneers and Estate Agents’ 





ablished zo years, and having extensive business 
cy branch of the profession; munthly sales at the 
references and premium re uired. — Apply to 
* Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office, 27, Chancery- 


im eve 
Mart ; 
ACCTIO“, 
lane, W.C 





SOMETHING N | 
ITALIAN CIROUS 8 (late 
,£ pone pm Station. 

E DAILY, at 2 8. 

Largest Avimal Ciseus extant ; only entertainment of ite 
kind im the word. Over 200 Ferforming Animals aes 
Bareback Riders, Clown Dogs, Clown Monkeys, P. 
Bears and Goats; Grand Muukey Pantomime, as perforied 
for three comsec utave seasons at the Zvyological Cirque, 
Vienna. (Great =e! Review, Court-Martial Scene, Keai | 
Monkey Rey ae pe prices, from Une Se ial 


OYAL 
Bangers, #) 





Farm, Gardening, Cricket, Tennis, Golf, Library, Music, 
Billiard , Dark Koom for Photography, &c. Patients may 
enter under the Acts or privately. ‘Terms: on Guineas, 


Electric Light and Heat Baths, &c.—Apply to 
Restpent MEDICAL SUPERINTENDENT Or SECRETARY. 


PRIVATE ASYLUM. 
SPRINGFIELD HOUSE, 


Near BEDFORD. ‘Telephone No. 17. 


Special Accommodation for Chancery Lunatics and other 
Cases of Mental Ailment, 


Ozoinarny Teams: THREE GUINEAS PER WEEK. 
(Including Separate Bedrooms for all suitable cases.) 


HOaE for LADIES ADDICTKD to INKBRIETY, 


Hillsboro’ House, Upper Clapton. 











Mrs. Beamwett Boorn has a few VACANCIES fox 
Voluntary Patients in the above" Home.’ Most encouraging 
results. — Particuiars as to terms, &c., on application to 

Chief secretary, 250, Mare Stree., Hackney. 












requiring Velustions,. 


J) of the LEGAL PROFESSION 
ave reepoct{utly requested te kindly Reeowmn- 
mend our Fiem te Executors and others 


i 


-<PROBAT rE VALUATIONS, 


SPINK & Sol 


t & 2, GRACECHURCH STREET, CORNHILL, Be and and 17 & 18, peeiotay. 


LONDON, W. 


ESTABLIGHEO 1772, 








19, LC 
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Suit 
THE 


Mo 
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ESsSyrersrr 





